
August 18, 1972 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 

29091


To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. John Russell Deane, Jr.,          

    , U.S. Army. 

CONFIRMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate August 18, 1972: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS 

Stanley S. Harris, of Maryland, to be Asso- 

ciate Judge of the District of Columbia Court 

of Appeals for the term of fifteen years. 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA


H. Carl Moultrie, of the District of Colum-

bia, to be an associate judge, Superior Court 

of the District of Columbia, for the term of  

years prescribed by Public Law 9 1 -358, ap-

proved July 29 , 1970 .


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY


James E. Smith, of Virginia, to be a Deputy


Under Secretary of the Treasury.


U.S. TAX COURT


Cynthia Holcomb Hall, of California to be


a judge of the U.S. Tax Court for a term ex-

piring 15 years after she takes office.


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, August 18, 1972


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 

Acquaint thyself with God and be at 

peace: Thereby good shall come unto 

thee.—Job 22: 21. 

Eternal God our Father we are grate- 

ful for life and for the opportunity of 

serving our Nation in these Halls of Con- 

gress. Grant that we may be strong 

enough and patient enough to be equal


to every experience, ready for every re- 

sponsibility and adequate for every ac- 

tivity. Bestow upon us all the spirit of 

devotion which proves that it is just and 

good to obey Thy Commandments as 

taught in Thy Word. 

Now we pray that we may walk in Thy 

way and live by Thy laws until the 

shadows lengthen and the evening comes 

and the busy world is hushed and the 

fever of life is over and our work is 

done. Then, of Thy great mercy, grant 

us a safe lodging, a holy rest, and peace 

at the last: through Jesus Christ our 

Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-

amined the Journal of the last day's


proceedings and announces to the House


his approval thereof.


Without objection, the Journal stands


approved.


There was no objection.


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by M r. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced


that the Senate had passed without


amendment bills and a joint resolution


of the House of the following titles :


H.R. 2394. An 

act for the relief of Antonio


Benavides;


H .R . 2703. A n act for the relief of M rs. 

Concepcion Garcia Balauro; 

H.R. 5158. An 

E. ct for 

the relief of M aria 

Rosa Martins; 

H.R. 5814. An act to amend section 2735 of 

title 10, United S tates Code, to provide for 

the finality of settlement effected under sec- 

tion 2733, 2734, 2734a, 2734b, or 2737; 

F .R . 9256. An act for the relief of Kyong 

Ok Goodwin (Nee Won); 

H.R. 1 0713. An act for the relief of Wilma 

Busto Koch; 

H.R. 12392 . An act to amend title 28, United 

States Code, section 1 49 1 , to authorize the 

Court of Claims to implement its judgments 

for compensation; and 

H .J. Res. 1 2 78. Joint resolution making 

further continuing appropriations for the


fiscal year 1 973, and for other purposes.


The message also announced that the 

Senate had passed with amendments in 

which the concurrence of the House is  

requested, a bill and a concurrent resolu- 

tion of the House of the following titles: 

H.R. 14896. An act to amend the National 

School Lunch Act, as amended, to assure that


adequate funds are available for the conduct 

of summer food service programs for chil- 

dren from areas in which poor economic 

conditions exist and from areas in which 

there are high concentrations of working 

mothers, and for other purposes related to 

expanding and strengthening the child nu- 

trition 

programs; and 

H. Con. R es. 553. Concurrent resolution 

authorizing certain printing for the C om- 

mittee on Veterans' A ffairs. 

The message also announced that the 

Senate insists upon its amendments to 

the bill (H.R. 14896) entitled "An act


to amend the National School Lunch Act,


as amended, to assure that adequate


funds are available for the conduct of


summer food service programs for chil-

dren from areas in which poor economic 

conditions exist and from areas in which 

there are high concentrations of working 

mothers, and for other purposes related 

to expanding and strengthening the 

child nutrition programs," requests a 

conference with the House on the dis- 

agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 

and appoints Mr. 

TALMADGE, Mr. ALLEN, 

Mr. HUMPHREY , Mr. MILLER, 

and M r. 

AIKEN 

to be the conferees on the part 

of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 

Senate disagrees to the amendments of 

the House to the bill (S. 2956) entitled 

"An act to make rules governing the use 

of the Armed Forces of the United States 

in the absence of a declaration of war by


the Congress," agree to a conference


requested by the House on the disagree- 

ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 

appoints 

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. CHURCH,


Mr. SPONG, Mr. CASE, 

and Mr. 

JAVITS 

to


be the conferees on the part of the 

Senate. 

The message also announced that the 

Senate agrees to the amendments of the 

House to bills of the Senate of the follow- 

ing titles: 

S. 2166. 

An act to authorize the establish- 

ment of the G rant-Kohrs R anch N ational 

H istoric S ite in the S tate of M ontana, and 

for other purposes; and 

S. 3159. An act to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to establish the John 

D. Rock-

efeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway, and for other


purposes. 

The message also announced that the 

Senate agrees to the report of the com- 

mittee of conference on the disagreeing 

votes of the two Houses on the amend- 

ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R . 

12931) entitled "An act to provide for 

improving the economy and living condi- 

tions in rural America." 

The message also announced that the  

Senate had passed bills of the following


titles, in which the concurrence of the


House is requested:


S. 3490. An act 

to authorize and request the


President to issue annually a proclamation


designating August 26 of each year as "Wom-

en's Rights Day";


S . 3594. An act providing for Federal pur-

chase of the remaining Klamath Indian For-

est;


S . 3762. An act to extend the program for


health services for domestic agricultural mi-

grant workers; and


S . 3811. A n act to amend the act entitled


"A n act to provide for the establishment of


the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, and


for other purposes", approved November 5,


1966.


AMENDING SHIPPING ACT, 1916,


AND INTERCOASTAL SHIPPING


ACT, 1933


Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask


unanimous consent to take from the


Speaker's desk the bill (H.R . 755) to


amend the Shipping Act, 1916, and the


Intercoastal Shipping Act, 1933, to con-

vert criminal penalties to civil penalties


in certain instances, and for other pur-

poses, with Senate amendments thereto,


and concur in the Senate amendments.


The Clerk read the title of the bill.


The C lerk read the Senate amend-

ments, as follows :


Page 2, after line 14, insert:


"(d ) By am end ing  th e first parag raph 


of section 23 to read as follows:


" 'O rders of the C ommission relating to


any violation of this Act or to any violation


of any rule or regulation issued pursuant


to th is A ct sh all be m ade only after fu ll


h earing , and upon a sw orn complaint or


in  p ro c e e d in g s  in s t i tu te d  o f i ts  o w n 


motion.' ".


Page 2, line 15, strike out "d" and insert


"(e)".


Page 3, lines 3 and 4, strike out "to be as-

sessed by the F ederal M aritime C ommis-

sion".


Page 3, strike out lines 6 to 1 0 , inclusive.


Page 3, lines 1 5 and 1 6, strike out "to be


assessed by the Federal Maritime Commis-

sion".


Page 3, after line 1 7, 

insert:


"SEc. 3. Any civil penalty provided herein


may be compromised by the Federal M ari-

time Commission, or may be recovered by


the United S tates in a civil action."


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to


the request of the gentleman from


Maryland?


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the


right to object, may I ask the distin-

guished gentleman, our colleague from


Maryland, the chairman of the Com-

mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-

eries, to explain briefly to us the purport


of the Senate amendments that we are


concurring in and the need for concur-

rence and if there is an increase in cost


xxx-xx-x...

xxx-...
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and if the Senate amendments are ger­
mane. 

I yield to the gentleman for that pur­
pose. 

Mr. GARMATZ. I thank the gentle­
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill is 
to assist the Federal Maritime Commis­
sion in carrying out its regulatory func­
tions under the Shipping Act, 1916, and 
the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 1933. The 
bill would do this by: First, changing the 
penalty provisions of the Shipping Act, 
1916, from criminal to civil in those three 
areas that give the Commission most of 
its enforcement problems in day-to-day 
operations; second, providing a civil pen­
alty for violations of any order. rule, or 
regulation of the Commission; and third, 
authorizing the Commission to compro­
mise all civil penalties provided for vio­
lations of those sections of the Shipping 
Act, 1916, and the Intercoastal Shipping 
Act, 1933. which are subject to its juris­
diction. 

I might tell the gentleman two amend­
ments are germane. The House-passed 
bill would amend the Shipping Act of 
1916, to generally provide that whoever 
violates any order, rule, or regulation of 
the Federal Maritime Commission shall 
be subject to a civil penalty of not more 
than $1,000. The first Senate amend­
ment would amend section 23 of the 
Shipping Act of 1916, so that the hearing 
procedure required for violations of that 
act would apply to violations of any such 
rule or regulation of the Federal Mari­
time Commission. 

The second amendment is a technical 
amendment. 

Third, the House-passed bill would 
generally have permitted the Federal 
Maritime Commission to assess civil 
penalties provided by the Shipping Act 
of 1916 and the Intercoastal Shipping 
Act of 1933. The remaining Senate 
amendments Nos. 3, 4, 5, and 6, would 
delete this authority, and in lieu thereof 
provides that "the FMC may compro­
mise any such civil penalty, or take civil 
action in the courts. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. As I understand it, they are 
germane and apparently the main pur­
pose is to change from criminal penalties 
to civil penalties. I deduce that there 
is no increase in cost by virtue of the 
Senate-added amendments. 

Mr. GARMATZ. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I also ask if 
the gentleman has cleared with the mi­
nority the concurrence in the Senate 
amendments? 

Mr. GARMATZ. Yes, I have. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 

the explanation for the benefit of all the 
Members, and I withdraw my reserva­
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mary­
land? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con­

curred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

FARMFEST-U.S.A. 
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent for the immediate consid­
eration of the Senate joint resolution 
<S.J. Res. 182) authorizing the Presi­
dent to invite the States of the Union 
and foreign nations to participate in 
Farm! est-U.S.A. and the World Plough­
ing Contest in September 1972. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min­
nesota? 

MI. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, may I ask the gentleman 
from Minnesota if it is anticipated that 
this will require any expenditure of Fed­
eral funds? 

Mr.FRASER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tleman will yield, I can assure the gentle­
man from Iowa <Mr. GRoss> that the 
purposes of this resolution will involve no 
commitment of any funds by the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva­
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min­
nesota? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso­

lution as follows: 
S.J. RES. 182 

Whereas the United States will host the 
Nineteenth Annual World Ploughing Contest 
in September 1972 1n Blue Earth County, 
Minnesota, and 

Whereas up to twenty-two nations can be 
expected to participate in this contest on 
September 15 and 16 as part of a weeklong 
Farmfest-U.S.A., and 

Whereas the 1972 National Ploughing Con­
test and the 1972 Grand National Tractor­
Pull Contest are included in the scheduled 
events of Farmfest-U.S.A., and 

Whereas Farmfest-U.S.A. will feature ex­
hibitions of machinery, equipment, supplies, 
services, and other products used in the pro­
duction and marketing of agricultural prod­
ucts; promote foreign and domestic trade and 
commerce in such products; and salute 
worldwide agriculture: ·Now, therefore, be it 

. .Resolved. by the Senate and. House of Rep­
resentatives of the United. States of America 
in Congress assembled., That the President of 
the United States is authorized and re­
quested to Invite by proclamation or in such 
other manner as he may deem proper the 
States of the Union and foreign nations to 
participate in Farm:fest-U.S.A. to be held 
in. Blue Earth Oounty, Minnesota, from 
September 11, 1972, through September 17, 
1972. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
privilege to offer this resolution on be­
half of the entire House delegation from 
Minnesota. 

Next month the State of Minnesota 
will host two related events; namely, 
Farmfest-U.S.A. and the 1972 World 
Ploughing Contest. 

Farmfest-U.S.A. is an exposition that 
has an appeal not only for farmers but 
also for those interested in agriculture. 
The exhibits, both educational and com­
mercial, are related to modem· agricul­
tural and conservation practices. 

For only the second time the United 

States will serve as host country for the 
world ploughing matches. It is expected 
that about 40 contestants from 22 na­
tions will compete in this colorful demon­
stration of agricultural skill. In addition 
about a dozen contestants will participate 
in the national competition. 

As the committee report notes, no ex­
penditure of public funds is iinvolved. The 
joint resolution simply asks the President 
to invite by proclamation or other ap­
propriate means the States of the Union 
and for nations to participate in the 
week-long tribute to those who derive 
their livelihood from agriculture. 

1 urge Members of the House to sup­
port the passage of Senate Joint Resolu­
tion 182. 

The Senate joint resolution was or­
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to. 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of the Senate joint resolution (S. 
J. Res. 182) just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request from the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

A CASE OF MISTAKEN IDENTITY 
(Mr. BOW asked and was given per­

mission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I was quite 
surprised this mmning when my atten­
tion was called to a Washington Post 
story showing a number of Members of 
Congress appearing before the Soviet 
Embassy in some kind of a protest. 

Now, in looking over the story I find 
that my name is used as one of those 
appearing before the Soviet Embassy. 
Also in the picture printed by the Wash­
ington Post I am identified as being one 
of those appearing in the picture. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to say here and 
now that I was not in front of the Soviet 
Embassy, and I am not the one who is 
identified in the picture. 

I hope the Washington Post will re­
tract. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I am delighted to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I got up a little later this morning than 
I usually do. I picked up the Washington 
Post and saw the picture and read the 
story. I must admit that the headline 
shocked me a little bit and I will be 
da1ned if I could find the picture of the 
gentleman from Ohio in the photograph. 
I am glad that the gentleman denies that 
he was present. 

Mr. BOW. I was not there. It has been 
suggested by several people that they 
would like to have me autograph the 
picture. If they will get it for me, I will be 
glad to autograph it. 
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Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, on roll­
call No. 304 I am recorded as voting 
"yea." I voted "nay." I ask unanimous 
consent that the permanent RECORD and 
Journal be corrected accordingly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten­
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

CORRECTION OF VOTE 
Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

on rollcall No. 330 I am recorded as not 
voting. I was present and voted "yea." I 
ask unanimous consent that the perma­
nent RECORD and Journal be corrected 
accordingly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Tex­
as? 

There was no objection. 

AGREEMENT ON LIMITATION OF 
STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE WEAPONS 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 1097 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. . 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol­
lows: 

. H. RES . 1097 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in ordu to move, clause 
7, rule XIII, to the contrary notwithstanding, 
that the House resolve itself into the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union for the consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 1227) approving the ac­
ceptance by the President for the United 
States of the interim agreement between the 
United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Soci~list Republics on certain meas­
ures with respect to the limitation of stra­
tegic offensive arms. After general debate, 
which shall be confined to the joint resolu­
tion and shall continue not to exceed one 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem­
ber of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
joint resolution shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu­
sion of the consideration of the joint resolu­
tion for amendment, the Committee shall rise 
and report the joint resolution to the House 
with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and any Member may demand a 
separate vote in the House on any amend­
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the joint resolution or to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute recommended 
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs now 
printed in the joint resolution. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the joint resolution and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with­
out instructions. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if 
the gentleman would yield for a brief 
observation. 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the gentle­
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker I think it 
is fitting that PEPPER should launch a 
discussion of "SALT." 

. Mr. PEPPER. M!'. Speaker, I appre­
?Iate my able friend from Iowa recogniz­
mg the propriety of PEPPER speaking 
for SALT. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, House 
Joint Resolution 1097 provides an open 
rule with 1 hour of general debate for 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
1227, the Agreement on Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Weapons. The re­
port does not contain a cost estimate· 
therefore, points of order are waived 
for failure to comply with the provisions 
of clause 7, rule XIII. 

House Joint Resolution 1227-surely 
one of the most important matters that 
could possibly come before this Con­
gress-approves and authorizes the Pres­
ident to accept the interim agreement 
on the limitation of strategic offensive 
arms, signed by President Nixon and the 
General Secretary of the Central Com­
mittee of the Communist Party at Mos­
cow, May 26, 1972. 

The agreement is the result of nego­
tiations which started more than 10 
years ago. SALT resulted in a treaty lim­
iting antiballistic missile systems and a 
5-year interim agreement freezing the 
overall levels of strategic offensive mis­
sile pending further negotiations which 
are to begin in October. 

The treaty was transmitted to the 
Senate for "advice and consent." The 
interim agreement was sent to both 
Houses for approval. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to add that I com­
mend the President and all who have 
had a part in bringing this interim agree­
ment. to be approved by the Congress, 
that Is by the Senate and the House ·of 
Representatives, whose Members are 
~lected by the people of the United States. 
· I should have preferred to see the 
treaty which deals with the matter of 
the location and the number of anti­
ballistic missiles each nation may have 
also submitted for approval of the Con­
gress, because a matter so vital to the 
security of the country, it would seem to 
me, should be duly considered by the 
Congress of the United States, the peo­
ple's elected representatives, in both 
Houses. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the President 
for his efforts to restrain the violence 
of the cold war and bring this Nation 
into a closer accord with the Soviet 
Union. 

I did what I could to induce our coun­
try and the Soviet Union to adopt such 
a policy immediately after World War II. 
As a member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee of the Senate, and fearful 
about the seeds of World War III being 
sown in the aftermath of World War II 
I visited 19 countries. In the course of 
that trip I conferred with Sir Winston 
Churchill, Prime Minister Attlee, Gen­
eral de Gaulle, General Eisenhower Pre­
mier Stalin, and all the principal l~aders 
of the 19 countries I visited. 

On March 20, 1946, I made an exten­
sive speech on the floor of the Senate 
in which I discussed the dangerous ten­
sions which had already developed 
among the nations which had fought 
together in the war, the increasing con­
flict, suspicion, and fear arising among 
them. I also pointed out the frighten-

ing prospect of a nuclear arms race, still 
in its infancy but portending a growth 
of nuclear power on the part of the 
Soviet Union and the United States in 
the foreseeable future endangering not 
only both of those countries but the en­
tire human race. 

At that time the United States had 
a very limited number of bombs, and, 
so far as we knew, Russia had none, but 
was working frantically to develop her 
capacity to produce them. Whatever my 
plea and whatever seemed to me to be 
the answerable logic behind my belief 
that Russia would, on a day not too dis­
tant from then, challenge us as a nuclear 
power, I could persuade none in author­
ity to see the necessity of acting then 
to stop the nuclear arms race. 

On the contrary, I was severely criti­
cized by many for proposing that Russia 
could ever challenge us as a nuclear pow­
er. Some even implied that my recogni­
tion of that possibility suggested that I 
preferred Russia to my own country. 

Now, 26 years later, we have before 
this House for approval an agreement 
entered into between President Nixon 
and the Soviet authorities proposing an 
interim freeze upon offensive strategic 
nuclear weapons of both the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

In this agreement it is specifically rec­
ognized, as is set out on page 3 of the 
report of the distinguished Committee 
on Fore~gn Affairs of the House, that on 
July 1, 1972, the United States had 1,054 
fixed, land-based ICBM launchers and 
the Soviet Union had 1,618. In many 
other categories of offensive nuclear 
weapons the Soviet Union now has su­
periority over the United States, al­
though we hope our authorities are right 
in holding that, overall, taking into ac­
count all of our weapons capable of of­
fensive nuclear action, we are of equal 
strength. I am disturbed, from the testi­
mony we have heard from Admiral 
Rickover, that the Russians have the 
capability to build nuclear submarines 
three times in excess of ours. 

I do not understand why our country 
has allowed Russia to gain superiority 
over us in any critical area related to 
our defense and security. The:re is no 
use now to go back and cry over our 
failure to do what some of us thought 
we should have done in the earliest days 
·of nuclear weapons, to try to find a lim­
iting agreement on such weapons then. 
We must, of course, consistent with our 
own ~arefully preserved security, do ev­
erythmg we can to spare our country 
and mankind from the terrible potential 
of nuclear destruction which today, like 
a damoclean sword, hangs over the hu­
man race. 

I hope, therefore, that what the Pres­
ident has done will lead to a diminu­
tion not only in the nuclear arms race 
but in the armaments race between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 

As I urged upon Stalin when I saw him 
in Moscow in September, 1945, Russia 
and the United States should have taken 
the lead after World Warn in interna­
tional action which would have pre­
vented all the other nations of the world 
from rearming again, and especially 
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Germany and Japan; and then the So­
viet Union and the United States should 
have reduced their own armed forces 
down to a moderate level and discon­
tinued the kind of arms race which has 
so long been the maker of wars and the 
curse of peace. 

Let us hope that these agreements 
which the President has negotiated will 
lead to a new spirit of genuine and sin­
cere cooperation between the United 
States and Russia to respect the integ­
rity and security of each other and of all 
people, and to spend their substance, al­
ways too little, upon the things that make 
life better for our people and for all peo­
ple. 

Mr. Speaker, the measure which this 
rule would authorize may make the dif­
ference between war and peace. It may ' 
indicate the opening up of a new day for 
our nation and for all nations. So this is 
a day pregnant with hope as well as awe­
some responsibility on the part of this 
body. 

But since we must move forward with 
faith, I urge the adoption of the rule, Mr. 
Speaker, so that this meaningful measure 
may receive what I hope will be the 
hearty approval of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the 
able gentleman from California (Mr. 
SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1097 
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen­
eral debate for consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 1227, the Agreement on 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Weap­
ons. We waivtd points of order so far as 
failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 7, rule XIII, because it was impos­
sible to make a cost estimate on House 
Joint Resolution 1227. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of House 
Joint Resolution 1227 is to provide con­
gressional approval of the interim agree­
ment between the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. dealing with the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms and the related 
protocol which was signed by President 
Nixon in Moscow on May 26, 1972. 

The strategic arms limitation talks­
SALT-began on November 17, 1969, and 
resulted in two separate accords. The 
first is a treaty limiting anti-ballistic 
missile systems. The second is a 5-year 
interim agreement which provides a 
freeze on the levels of strategic offen­
sive missile forces pending further 
negotiations. 

The treaty was sent to the Senate for 
its advice and consent, while the interim 
agreement has been submitted to both 
the Houses of Congress for approval. 
While the House will act only on the in­
terim agreement, the treaty and the 
interim agreement are so closely related 
that some mention should be made of 
each. 

The treaty provides generally that 
each side will limit ABM systems to two 
sites: One to defend its national capital, 
and one to defend an ICBM site. 

The interim agreement which requires 
the approval of both Houses, limits 
ICBM's, ballistic-missile submarines and 
submarine-launched balllstic missiles. No 

limitations are placed on strategic bomb­
ers. The limitations in the interim agree­
ment are binding for 5 years, unless su­
perceded by a comprehensive agreement. 
Major provisions in the interim agree­
ment include the following: No addi­
tional fixed, land based, ICBM launchers 
may be started during the freeze, beyond 
the numbers in place and under construc­
tion on July 1, 1972. This allows 1,054 
ICBM launchers for the United States 
and 1,618 for the U.S.S.R. Silos may not 
be relocated. The United States is allowed 
up to 44 nuclear-powered ballistic-mis­
sile submarines, while the U.S.S.R. is al­
lowed up to 62 similar submarines. 

There are no departmental letters or 
minority views in the committee report. 
However, the committee report does 
make the following points in support of 
the agreements. First, the U.S.S.R. had 
embarked on a large-scale expansion of 
its strategic forces, which would likely 
have carried Soviet forces well beyond the 
level planned for U.S. forces in the mid 
or late 1970's. Therefore, the effect of 
this agreement is to limit current So­
viet offensive programs, but not current 
U.S. programs. Second, the limitations 
on ABM deployment have prevented an 
expensive new competition in the arms 
race. 

The Committee on Foreign Affairs re­
ported this joint resolution by a vote of 
23 to 1. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of the 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Dlinois (Mr. ANDERSON). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ANDER­
soN of lllinois was allowed to speak out 
of order.) 

HON. RICHARD H. POFF 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, it has just been brought to my 
attention that today is the last day that 
one of our most distinguished colleagues 
will be with us in the House of Repre­
sentatives, at least in his present 
capacity as a Member of Congress. I 
refer to the distinguished gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. PoFF), the ranking 
Republican member of the House Judi­
ciary Committee, with whom I have also 
had the pleasure of serving on the House 
Republican Conference where he has 
very efficiently and with great dedica­
tion served as secretary for a number 
of years. 

I know that many Members of Con­
gress will join me-all Members will 
join me-this afternoon in paying 
tribute to one of the most devoted nub­
lie servants that we have ever known. In 
his knowledge of the Constitution, tn his 
respect for the office which he hold~. he 
has no peers. We will sorely miss his 
wise and judicious counsel although we 
will continue to cherish his friendship 
and unfailing courtesies down through 
the years. 

I know that all of us will want to wish 
him well as he leaves this body to be­
come a member of the Virginia Supreme 
Court, where I am sure he will carve out 
for himself an equally distinguished 
career. The people of the Common­
wealth of Virginia are fortunate indeed 
that they will continue to enjoy the ben-

efits of the public service of a truly able 
and distinguished American. 

I am pleased to yield to the distin­
guished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I am deeply grateful that the gentleman 
from Illinois has brought this to the at­
tention of the House. I am especially 
grateful that he has yielded so that I 
may express my comments about the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. PoFF). 
Although the House has many superb 
lawyers, I have long felt that there was 
no better legal mind in the House than 
the gentleman fnm Virginia, DICK PoFF. 
I did all I could to see to it that his great 
legal capacity could be further utilized 
in the highest Court of our land, but for 
circumstances which were personal to 
the gentleman from Virginia he decided 
to withdraw his name from considera­
tion. 

I would simply conclude by saying 
that in my capacity I have known him 
to be loyal, constructive, and a great 
adviser. I am positive his contribution 
to the Commonwealth of Virginia in his 
new assignment will be just as great as 
it has been in the Congress of the United 
States. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, there are 
others here senior to myself who could 
speak better to this subject than I but 
I see no one from our committee on 
the floor at the moment and I am a mem­
ber of the Judiciary Committe:., with the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. POFF), 
so it seems to me it is appropriate for 
me also to pay a tribute to him at this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a tribute I am very 
glad to pay because the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. PoFF) is a very fine gentle­
man, a fine individual, and he is an ex­
cellent lawyer. I am somewhat junior 
still in this honorable body here but I 
am not quite so junior at the bar. One 
thing I do claim to be able to do is to rec­
ognize a good lawyer when I see one. It 
was not very long after I had been here 
and I had been on the Committee on the 
Judiciary before I was able to recognize 
that the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
PoFF) was indeed a very able lawyer. 

Along with the minority leader, I re­
gret that the gentleman from Virginia 
did not go to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, to which post I was happy 
to recommend him, but I am sure he will 
grace the Supreme Court of the Common 
wealth of Virginia and that he will be 
an honorable and appropriate addition to 
a. long line of distinguished Virginia law­
yers running back to George Wythe, 
Chief Justice Marshall, Patrick Henry, 
Thomas Jefferson, and other gentlemen 
we read abou~ in the history books. 

I am sure the gentleman from Vir­
ginia <Mr. PoFF) will live up to the tra­
ditions of the very proud bar of his native 
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state. As a colleague and a member of 
the Judiciary Committee I em very hap­
PY to have this opportunity to join in this 
tribute. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? -

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. ABBITI'. Mr. Speaker, I am in 
wholehearted agreement with all the 
sentiments expressed here. I would like to 
point out by way of explanation that sev­
eral weeks ago we had a special order on 
this matter when all Members of the 
Virginia delegation paid their respect to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. POFF). 
We commended the Governor for the 
splendid appointment he made. 

I am confident the gentleman from 
Virginia <Mr. PoFF) will serve for many 
years on the Supreme Court of Virginia 
as ably as he has here in this body. How­
ever, Virginia's gain is a loss to this Con­
gress. I did want the gentleman here to 
know the Virginia delegation and others 
have had a special order on this matter. 
I do wholeheartedly subscribe to every­
tiling that has been said. 

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, even 
though the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. 
DICK PoFF, is a member of the opposi­
tion, I was one of his earliest backers for 
a seat on the highest Court in the land 
because I recognize his great ability in 
the legal field. He is a longtime personal 
friend of mine. We went to law school 
together and had many happy years to­
gether. I am grateful that the Governor 
of Virginia has appointed him to the Su­
preme Court of Virginia where he will 
continue to serve his State with great 
distinction. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, it is with a 
spirit of congratulatory admira,tion that 
I rise to make a few remarks concern­
ing my colleague from the Common­
wealth of Virginia, the Honorable 
RICHARD H. POFF. 

Today will be the last time that DrcK 
POFF participates in the proceedings of 
the House o(Representatives as a Mem­
ber representing Virginia's Sixth Dis­
trict. He has held that seat and con­
tinued his office with distinction since 
being first elected to serve ir. the 83d 
Congress. Since that time he has earned 
the respect of his colleagues and the pub­
lic as a hard working, conscientious, 
skillful legislator and a dedicated public 
servant. Like so many of us who are 
members of this august body, he is an 
attorney by profession, and this has been 
his special forte. RICHARD PoFF is indeed 
most learned in the law and an acknowl­
edged expert in the field of constitutional 
jurisprudence and related legislative 
matters. This special expertise is, in fact, 
the very reason for his departure from 
the seat he holds in the House of 
Representatives. 

He is going to Richmond where he will 
assume the mantle of another high of­
fie~ of public trust. The Congressman 
has been appointed a justice of the Su­
preme Court of Virginia, and in my 
bumble opinion the Commonwealth 

could not have chosen a more capable 
attorney to disperse justice in Virginia's 
highest judicial tribunal. 

DICK POFF is my close friend, a sage 
counsel, and a Christian gentleman. We 
will all miss Mr. Justice PoFF. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to associate myself with the remarks that 
have been made concerning the forth­
coming retirement of our colleague, 
RICHARD PoFF. It is a pleasure for me to 
have this opportunity to join them in 
paying tribute to him today. 

DicK PoFF and I came to Congress the 
same year, 1953. We soon formed a close 
association-not only because we came 
from neighboring States, but because it 
became apparent that we entertained 
similar views and political philosophies. 
Out of that association grew a warm 
friendship which has continued and 
grown during the intervening 20 years. 

DicK has announced that he will re­
sign from Congress before the end of 
August to take a seat on Virginia's high­
est court. While the country and his 
congressional district will thus lose an 
able and dedicated servant, I must say 
that the State of Virginia will be gain­
ing a highly qualified judicial officer and 
the cause of justice in that State will 
thereby be promoted. 

I, too, am leaving Congress voluntarily 
at the end of this term. So I cannot say 
that I will be missing DICK POFF here 
next year; but I can say that I will miss 
the companionship and friendship I have 
enjoyed with him over a period of two 
decades. And I must add that as I go 
my way in private life down home in 
North Carolina and DICK POFF goes his 
way on the bench in Virginia, I expect 
that I will occasionally refiect upon the 
events that have transpired during my 
20 years in Congress and one of those 
associates whose image will frequently 
pass across my memory will be that of 
DICKPOFF. 

I am pleased to have an opportunity 
today to pay my personal tribute of re­
spect to him; to congratulate him upon 
a career of dedicated service in Con­
gress; and to wish him continued suc­
cess as he assumes the high responsi­
bilities as a justice of Virginia's highest 
court. I predict that he will serve in this 
high judicial position with the same abil­
ity and devotion to duty as he has always 
displayed in the Congress. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to salute our fine colleague, DicK PoFF, 
as he leaves us for a judicial post in the 
highest court of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. He has always been, in my ex­
perience, one of our most judicious Mem­
bers, a man of learning and the law. 
He has been an adornment to the Ju­
diciary Committee. As one of the elected 
leaders of the Republican Party in the 
House he has been :;., valued adviser to 
the President of the United States, as 
I can attest from having observed the 
respect with which his opinion is sought 
at leadership meetings at the White 
House. -

But these views relate to his abilities 
and his judgment. However preeminent 
these qualities have made DICK PoFF 
among legislators, of even greater im­
portance to those of us who have been 

associated with him are his character 
and his personality. He is a fine human 
being, kind and thoughtful friend, and 
a pillar of personal integrity. He will be 
as good a judge as he has been a Rep­
resentative and friend. I hope he will 
visit us often, here, because his counsel 
will be missed even though we are all 
proud in the recognition that has been 
accorded him. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members ma.y be permitted to extend 
their remarks at this point in the REc­
ORD on the distinguished service rendered 
to our country and this body by the gen­
tleman from Virginia. <Mr. PoFF) . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Il­
linois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 

previous question on the resolution. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 1227) 
approving the acceptance by the Presi­
dent for the United States of the Interim 
Agreement Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Social­
ist Republics on Certain Measures With 
Respect to the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the~gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con­
sideration of the joint resolution House 
Joint Resolution 1227, with Mr. DANIELS 
of New Jersey in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read­
ing of the joint resolution was dispensed 
with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. MoR­
GAN) will be recognized for 30 minutes, 
and the gentleman from Calif01nia <Mr. 
MAILLIARD) will be recognized for 30 min­
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, today the House will 
have its opportunity to express its sup­
port of the interim agreement on offen­
sive arms which was concluded between 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
and signed by the President in Moscow 
last May. 

This agreement is one of two accords 
to have been reached as a result of the 
strategic arms limitation talks-better 
known as SALT-which began in No­
vember 1969. 

The other agreement limits the de-
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ployment of defensive missile systems. 
Since it is to be a permanent-rather 
than interim-agreement, it was sub­
mitted to the Senate as a treaty. 

The Senate on August 3 gave its ad­
vice and consent to the treaty by a vote 
of 88 to 2. 

The interim agreement on offensive 
arms was submitted to both Houses by 
the President. He has asked for an ex­
pression of support from the Congress 
through passage of a joint resolution. 

This action by the President is in ac­
cord with section 33 of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Act which requires 
that all arms control agreements entered 
into by the United States must be ap­
proved by Congress either by treaty or 
authorization through further affirma­
tive legislation. 

After several weeks of hearings on the 
subject, the committee by a vote of 23 
to 1 voted to report the amended resolu­
tion which is before us today-House 

· Joint Resolution 1227. 
The committee approval of this very 

important arms limitation agreement 
was not a decision lightly taken. 

A subcommittee of the committee had 
followed the progress of the talks for 
almost 3 years. During that period it 
was briefed by U.S. SALT negotiators 
nine times. 

Other briefings on SALT-related sub­
jects were held with officials of the De­
partment of Defense and Central Intel­
ligence Agency during that period. 

We were informed and consulted vir­
tually every step of the way on these 
agreements. 

In addition, once the SALT accords 
had been signed and the interim agree­
ment had been submitted to us for ap­
proval, the committee took testimony 
from high-ranking executive branch 
officials, including the Secretary of State, 
the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency and 
our chief negotiators at SALT-G~rard 
Smith, Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency. 

As a result of our deliberations the 
committee was convinced that the SALT 
accords are a significant step toward 
arms limitation fully consistent with the 
national security interests of the United 
States. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS 

At this point let me summarize the 
major provisions of the documents as · 
signed. 

Although the ABM treaty is not before 
this body today for approval, it is so 
closely related to the interim agreement 
on offensive arms that the latter cannot 
be understood completely with some un-
derstanding of the treaty. . 

The ABM treaty allows each side to 
have one ABM site for the defense of its 
capital and another site for defense of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles­
ICBM's. 

The two sites must be at least 800 miles 
apart in order to prevent the develop­
ment of a territorial defense. Each ABM 
site can have 100 missiles, for a total of 
200 for each side. 

The treaty contains additional provi­
sions which prohibit either the establish-

ment of a radar base for the defense <'f 
populated areas or the capability to in­
tercept ballistic missiles by conversion of 
air defense missiles to antiballistic mis­
siles. 

The treaty also bans sea-based, space­
based or land-mobile ABM systems. 

Each party will use its own national 
technical means of verification-such as 
observation satellites-to monitor com­
pliance with the accords. There is no on­
site inspection involved. 

A standing consultative commission 
will be established to promote implemen­
tation of the agreements and handle 
questions which arise in their implemen­
tation-including questions of compli­
ance. 
. The treaty provides for withdrawal by 

e1ther party on 6 month's notice if "su­
preme national interests" are judged to 
have been jeopardized by developments. 

The interim agreement on offensive 
arms is to run for 5 years, unless replaced 
earlier by a comprehensive permanent 
agreement. Negotiations on a permanent 
agreement are to begin in October. 

The interim agreement essentially 
freezes the numbers of strategic offensive 
missiles on both sides at approximately 
the levels currently operational or under 
construction. 

For ICBM's, the number is 1 054 for 
the United States and 1,618 for 'the So­
viet Union. Within this overall limita­
tion, the Soviet Union has accepted a 
freeze of its heavy ICBM launchers at 
the current level of those in operation 
or under construction-a total of 313. 

There is a prohibition on conversion of 
light ICBM's into heavy missiles includ­
ing a ban on any significant enla'rgement 
of missile silos. 

The submarine limitations are more 
complicated. 

Briefly, the Soviets are frozen to their 
claimed current level, operational and 
under construction, or about 740 sub­
marine-launched missiles-some of them 
on an older type nuclear sub. 

They are permitted to build to a ceil­
ing of 62 boats and 950 missiles but only 
if they dismantle older ICBM's or sub­
marine-launched missiles to offset the 
new construction. This would mean dis­
mantling 210 ICBM's and some 30 mis­
siles on about nine older nuclear sub­
marines. 

The United States, by exercising simi­
lar options, could increase its SLBM 
launchers from 656 to 710, and its mod­
ern nuclear submarines from 41 to 44. 

The agreement does not affect bomb­
ers and other aircraft. Nor does it affect 
our forward-based systems in Europe or 
the strategic weapons of our NATO allies. 

In sum, the interim offensive agree­
ment will keep the overall number of 
strategic ballistic missile launchers both 
on land and sea within an agreed ceiling. 
That ceiling essentially is the current 
level of weapons, operational or under 
construction. 

The agreement will stop the momen­
tum of the Soviet strategic .arms buildup 
and prevent any further increase in the 
numerical gap in missile launchers be­
tween the United States and Russia. 

At the same time it will not affect any 
on-going American programs. 

For example, it will not prevent the 

continuation of the U.S. program to con­
vert its ICBM's and SLBM's to multiple 
warheads. 

Nor is the B-1 bomber or the Trident 
submarine system within the purview of 
the freeze. 

THE INTERPRETIVE STATEMENTS 

In addition to the agreements them­
selves, there were a number of interpre­
tive statements. Those interpretations 
have been provided to the Congress, along 
with the agreements. 

The interpretations are in several 
forms: 

Agreed statements initialed by the 
delegations; 

Agreed interpretations or common un­
derstandings which were not set down 
formally and initialed; and 

Unilateral interpretations to make our 
position clear in instances where it was 
not possible to get agreement. 

The most important of these unilateral 
statements . by the United States in­
volve-

The right of the United States to with­
draw from the ABM treaty if an agree­
ment for a mJre complete strategic" of­
fensive arms pact is not achieved within 
5 years; 

The definition of a "heavy" ICBM 
from the vieWPoint of the United States; 
and 

The inconsistency with the objectives 
of the interim agreement which would be 
involved in any deployment of land­
mobile ICBM launchers by the Soviet 
Union. 

Dr. Henry Kissinger pointed out dur­
ing his briefing to Members of Congress 
on the SALT agreements that in ·any 
negotiation of such complexity there 
will inevitably be details upon which the 
parties cannot agree. The United States 
made certain unilateral statements in 
order to insure that its position on those 
details was included in the negotiating 
record and understooe by the Russians. 

The committee believed that the sev­
eral matters covered in the unilateral 
declarations by the United States are 
important enough to warrant special at­
tention from the Congress. 

Consequently, in the report on this 
resolution, it expressed the viewpoint 
that actions inconsistent with U.S. in­
terpretations would be considered grave 
matters affecting the national security 
interests of the United States. 

Our objective was to express congres­
sional support for our SALT negotiators 
on those important points. 

BENEFITS OF THE INTERIM AGREEMENT 

Mr. Chairman, this agreement is very 
complex. It is also an interim agreement, 
meant to last only until a more perma­
nent, more perfect instrument can be 
agreed. 

Some critics have found it possible to 
criticize details of the agreement to 
find fault and raise questions. 

In such a frame of mind, there is the 
danger of seeing the trees and not the 
forest-for the benefits to the United 
States in the agreement are evident if 
certain facts are kept in mind: 

The Soviets had embarked on a large­
scale expansion of its strategic forces. 
The momentum of that buildup would 
have carried their forces well beyonC. the 
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level planned for our forces during the 

. mid or late 1970's. 
Our country had ceased quantitative 

increases in its strategic forces in favor 
of qualitative changes like MIRVed war­
heads. If the Soviet momentum had not 
been stopped, however, we also would 
have been forced to keep pace quanti­
tatively. 

That effort could well have cost our 
Nation $2 billion annually during the 
next 5 years-for a total of $10 billion. 

When the money was .:mer.t and the ad­
ditional land- and sea-based missiles 
deployed, our people would be no safer 
than they are today from the threat 
of a nuclear holocaust. in fact, they 
would be less secure because the results 
would undermine mutual deterrence and 
render difficult any stable international 
strategic balance. 

This agreement is a first step toward 
checking the arms race. It enhances the 
security of both sides, while promising 
relief from costly weapons programs. 

Furthermore, it provides us with time 
and a favorable basis for follow-on nego­
tiations to bring under control elements 
in Soviet strategic forces which could 
eventually threaten our security. 

The Secretary of State and the Secre­
tary of Defense were emphatic in their 
belief that the agreements are in the 
national security interests of the United 
States. 

Admiral Moorer, chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, assured us that the Joint 
Chiefs and the American Military Estab­
lishment fully support the accords. 

The director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency, Richard Helms, assertec that 
his Agency can successfully monitor So­
viet compliance with the agreements 
through the use of national technical 
means of verification. 

While offering the prospect of a more 
secure and peaceful world, the SALT 
agreements will permit the United States 
to take those steps necessary to main­
tain a strategic posture which protects 
our vital national interests and guaran­
tees our continued security. 

For those reasons, the interim agree­
ment deserves the support of the Con­
gress-support which can be expressed 
here today by a favorable vote for House 
Joint Resolution 1227, as amended. 

THE FORM OF THE RESOLUTION 

Before I conclude, a word of explana­
tion is necessary on the form of the res­
olution. 

When the committee met to consider 
the several resolutions of approval which 
had been introduced, it was keenly aware 
that the President had asked that final 
congressional action come before the re­
cess, in order that the second round of 
SALT negotiations with the Russians 
could begin in October. 

For that reason, the committee be­
lieved it wise to strike the "whereas" 
clauses of the resolution originally sent 
down by the administration and report a 
resolution of acceptance without any 
preamble. 

In this way we believe it may be possi­
ble to avoid a conference with the 
Senate, delays which could put off final 
passage until after Labor Day and there-

by force postponement of the second, and approval of the House of Repre-
very vital round of SALT talks. sentatives . 

Mr. Chairman, the issue before the Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
House is whether or not it in the best in- - gentleman yield? 
terest of the United States to approve Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
this interim agreement on nuclear offen- man. 
sive weapons. It imposes limits on the So- Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
viet Union and it imposes limits on us. It support of House Joint Resolution 1227, 
lasts for a 5-year period unless a for- auth3rizlng the President to accept on 
mal agreement concerning l~miting of- behalf of the United States the interim 
fensive weapons can be reached sooner. agreement on offensive strategic nuclear 

If this interim agreement is approved, weapons signed in Moscow last May. 
the Soviet buildup of its ICBM's and its Perhaps the most important effect of 
submarine launched ballistic missiles wlll this agreement, and the related ABM 
be held during the next 5 years below treaty, is to break the action-reaction 
the level that we can anticipate if there cycle of strategic arms deployments 
is no agreement. which have marked the relationship be-

Each of our countries, the United tween the United States and the Soviet 
States and the Soviet Union, has a differ- Union since the end of World War II. 
ent defense strategy and a different mix The action-reaction cycle which has 
of weapons to implement its differences. fueled the arms race results from the 
It is a mistake to focus attention too fact that what one side does in weapons . 
closely on any one type of weapon sys- development, forces the other side to re­
tem and say that unless we have equality act, both politically and technologically. 
with the Soviet Union with respect to It has been a costly race. 
this weapon our national security is en- Since the end of World War II, the 
dangered. United States has spent approximately 

The United States has important ele- $1,300 billion on defense. For their part 
ments of military strength that are not the Soviets have spent an estimated 
covered by this interim agreement or by $1,000 billion. 
the ABM treaty. These include our for- If the two countries continue to grow 
ward bases, our advanced and broadly as projected to the end of the century, 
based technology and our fleet of bomb- and if both continue to spend the same 
ers. proportion of their gross national product 

The issue we have to face this after- on defense, by the year 2000 each could 
noon is whether or not we will be better spend another $2,500 billion or more in 
off 5 years from now if we approve the order to maintain national security. 
agreement before us than if we do not. Because of the cyclical nature of the 
I believe the answer is clear. We should arms race, however, after spending btl­
approve this resolution so that we can lions of dollars, neither the United States 
begin negotiations in October to work nor the Soviet Union would have bought 
out a better and more permanent limita- safety for its people. 
tion. The arms control agreements nego-

The agreements should not, however, tiated dming the 30 months of the Stra­
engender euphoria that an end to the teglc Arms Limitation Talks-SALT­
arms race is in sight. As the President provicie some hope that the next arms 
himself has said: spiral can be avoided. 

The agreements are an important step in For the next spiral will, indeed, be a 
checking the arms race, but only a first step; costly one. Two technological advances 
they do not close off all avenues of strategic on weaponry would assure that. 
competition. One of those developments is the anti-

The negotiations of SALT I required 
2% years to come to fruition. Because it 
must deal with issues of qualitative limi­
tations as well as quantitative limitations 
on weapons, SALT II can .be expected to 
pose considerably more difficult problems 
and be even more protractec: in time. 

While never abandoning the hope that 
comprehensive nuclear offensive arms 
limitation is possible, the United States 
must continue to maintain a strong 
strategic posture. As Secretary Laird 
pointed out to our committee, only by 
bargaining from a position of sufficient 
strength can the United States expect 
success in the attempt to achieve an 
effective, lasting agreement limiting 
offensive strategic systems. 

While offering the prospect of a more 
secure and peaceful world, the SALT 
agreements "\\'ill permit the United States 
to take those steps -necessary to main­
tain a strategic posture which both pro­
tects our vital national interests and 
guarantees our continued security. 

For those reasons, the interim agree­
ment and protocol deserve the support 

ballistic-missile system-ABM. The 
other is the multiple independently 
targetable reentry vehicle-MIRV. 

Since each of those weapons develop­
ments tends to cancel the other out in 
strategic calculations, the deployment of 
both ABM and MIRV would have en­
tailed constantly escalating expenditures 
on both sides, while at the same time 
rendering the international strategic bal­
ance less stable. 

We need not be reminded of the press­
ing requirements in our own country for 
financial resources and the substantial 
burden which defense spending places on 
our economy. 

In the Soviet Union, which has a con­
siderably lower level of economic devel­
opment, the arms race clearly is an even 
heavier financial burden. 

Both sides, therefore, have pressing 
economic reasons for developing mutual 
arms restraint through negotiations. 

The most important outcome of the 
first set of SALT negotiations has been 
the treaty limiting deployment of ABM's. 
By setting a limit to ABM defenses the 
treaty eliminates one area of costly and 
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potentially danberous defensive com­
petition. 

Secretary Laird has testified that the 
total ABM savings through 1981 as are­
sult of SALT would be $9.9 billion, figured 
in 1968 prices. If the deployment of an 
ABM around Washington, D.C., ulti­
mately is not authorized by Congress, an 
additional $4.8 billion could be saved. 

Moreover, the limit on ABM deploy­
ment reduces the incentive for continu­
ing deployment of offensive systems. The 
interim agreement on offensive arms is, 
in effect, recognition of that fact by both 
sides. 

The freeze on ICBM's, submarine­
launched missiles, and modern nuclear 
submarines will result in savings for the 
Soviets since they have ongoing pro­
grams in these areas. 

Since the United States does not have 
current programs of building additional 
new missile launchers or nuclear sub­
marines, there will be no comparable sav­
ings for our side. 

However, if the United States had been 
forced ultimately-because of the ac­
tion-reaction cycle of the arms race-to 
match the Soviets missile for missile. the 
additional costs would have been sub­
stantial. 

In his testimony before the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, Dr. Edward Teller 
estimated that cost at an additional $2 
billion annually for at least the next 5 
years, for a total of $10 billion. 

Because of the interim freeze, it will 
not be necessary to divert that money 
from pressing domestic needs to putting 
more missile launchers in the ground a,nd 
under the sea. 

More important than any immediate 
savings which may result from the SALT 
agreements, however, are prospects that 
further controls can be agreed on which 
will allow substantial reductions in 
weapons expenditures on both sides. 

Although tha·i. goal has not been 
reached, the Moscow agreements provide 
a basis for future negotiations which 
will-hopefully-lead to important cuts 
in the level of defense spending by both 
the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Chairman, for too many years we 
have spent money for weapons in a fruit­
less search for safety in a very dangerous 
world. We have not found safety and our 
weapons-and the counterweapons of 
the Soviets-have only added to the dan­
gers. 

Now, at last, we have a chance to end 
that dangerous cycle in favor of mutual 
restraint and an eventual reduction in 
the amount of nuclear firepower we have 
aimed at each other. 

Critics of this agreement are adept at 
playing "number's games" with quanti­
ties of launchers, numbers of warheads, 
amount of megatonnage, throw weights, 
accuracies, hardness of silos, and other 
factors in the strategic equation. · 

Although they can-through "worst 
possible case" analysis--cause apprehen­
sion, their arguments are specious. 

Such calculations of marginal advan­
tage at the end of 5 years--whether it 
be in warheads, launchers or megaton­
nage---overlook one important point: 
- Both nations have the ability to de­

stroy the other several times over, and 

this will remain the case during the 5 
years covered by this interim agreement. 

In our era of mutually assured de­
struction, that chilling fact-ironically­
should reassure us of the wisdom of the 
interim agreement. 

It should also serve to remind us of 
the doomsday game we are playing and 
spur us on to greater efforts at control­
ling and reducing nuclear armaments. 

The interim agreement before us to­
day is an important step in that direc­
tion and I urge that it be given approval 
of the House of Representatives through 
passage of House Joint Resolution 1227. 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to record my support of the interim 
agreement between the United States 
and the U.S.S.R. on the limitation of 
strategic offensive arms. 

Clearly, the overriding problem of the 
great powers today is the creation of a 
plan through which they can proceed to 
a gradual reduction of the armaments 
which they have amassed over the years. 

The benefits of such a reduction are 
obvious. To begin with, the security of the 
world would be increased and the dan­
ger of a holocaust would be decreased 
with the cutting down of the volume of 
destructive weapons. 

In the second place, very substantial 
benefits could accrue to the people of the 
principal nations when the resources 
presently committed to arms production 
were diverted to nonmilitary objectives. 
Clearly, both countries have urgent needs 
in the domestic civilian sector and it is 
tragic that so great a portion of the na­
tional wealth has been diverted to non­
productive uses. 

So far as the merits of the agreement 
are concerned, it is true that the situa­
tion created is not one that is ideal for 
the United States. The Russians are still 
free to move ahead in the areas which 
are not specifically excluded by the 
agreement. For example, their prepon­
derance in submarines can be increased 
by 50 percent and this expands that al­
ready fearsome military arm. In addi­
tion, the sophistication of their war­
heads can be enhanced while mobile 
launching sites are not covered. 

It is thus obvious that much of the 
future effect of this agreement rests with 
the parties. It is significant in this con­
nection that the second stage of the 
SALT talks is scheduled to begin imme­
diately after the approval of the treaty 
and interim agreement. It is in this area 
of reduction of weapom·y that the most 
difficulty lies, but also the greatest hope 
for meaningful progress. 

In questioning Ambassador Smith dur­
ing the hearings before the Foreign Af­
fairs Committee held on this agreement, 
I ask him whether or not he believed 
that the Russians honestly and sincerely 
desired to achieve significant progress in 
the limitation of weapons, and I pointed 
to the recent expansion of the Soviet 
naval and military presence in so many 
new areas of the world, a development 

which Admiral Moorer stated had great 
significance. Ambassador Smith re­
sponded that he had concluded from his 
long negotiations that the Russians did 
have such a desire and he believed that 
we could l'ely upon this desire in reach­
ing a decision for action on the joint 
resolution. 

Accordingly, I have concluded that the 
interest of the country required that 
the joint resolution be approved. It is 
clearly an interim step and one whose 
implementation is not at all certain. In 
this critical time, however, I believe· that 
we should take a step based upon faith 
in the common desire of all people for 
peace, a belief that self-interest on both 
sides will be served by movement in this 
direction and hope that the future will 
bring not only the implementation of this 
agreement but the prompt initiation and 
successful conclusion of the vitally im­
portant phase II of the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreements. 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
ln support of House Joint Resolution 
1227. 

The chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. MoRGAN) has ex­
plained, and the committee report ex­
plains, in some detail the contents of the 
agreement and its companion treaty, 
which has already been approved by the 
U.S. Senate. 

This historic resolution simply ap­
proves of and authorizes the President 
to accept on behalf of the United States 
the interim agreement between the 
United States and the Soviet Union with 
regard to limitations on strategic offen­
sive arms. 

For the first time in the nuclear age, 
the two superpowers have reached an 
agreement to put a brake on the nuclear 
arms race. This agreement, which was 
signed by President Nixon and Secretary 
General Breshnev in Moscow on May 26, 
covered two areas--one, the treaty, as I 
have said, already approved by the Sen­
ate, limiting ABM systems to two desig­
nated areas and at a low level; and, two, 
the interim agreement limiting the over­
all level of strategic offensive missile sys­
tems, which we are asking the House to 
approve by this joint resolution today. 

We are considering the second agree­
ment which would stabilize the level of 
strategic offensive missiles for 5 years 
while we proceed with the second stage 
of the negotiations. 

I realize there has been considerable 
controversy regarding the limitation on 
strategic offensive weapons. Admittedly, 
this freeze leaves the Soviet Union with 
more missile launchers than the United 
States, although we have more warheads 
and bombers. 

We could debate all day here the rela­
tive strength of the United States and 
the Soviet Union if we want to play the 
numbers game with this extremely com­
plicated issue. However, we need to 
remember that a great many factors 
were balanced off on both sides. As was 
pointed out in testimony before our com­
mittee, the agreement will freeze the 
total number of strategic missiles at 
about our present level for 5 years. 

This accomplishes a major useful 
objective in breaking the momentum of 



August 18, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29099 
the Soviet offensive missile launcher pro­
gram. Without this agreement, the 
Soviets could have had and probably 
would have had by mid-1977 over 2,000 
antiballistic missiles on launchers. This 
would have compared with our level of 
just over 1,000. 

Actually, both sides could find advan­
tage in the limitations which were 
agreed to. Each one possesses so much 
destructive power that neither could 
start a nuclear war without causing its 
own destruction. This creates a certain 
assurance of security for both, and in­
deed I may say that had this not been 
the case, surely there would have been 
no agreement. Both sides had to see 
advantage in it. 

Finally, I think the SALT agreements 
may provide a foundation on which 
future agreements can be built that will 
lead to meaningful reductions in expend­
itures while still maintaining national 
security. The resolution itself, is straight­
forward and uncomplicated and goes 
directly to the heart of the issues: Do we 
approve of the agreement that the Presi­
dent his signed? In my opinion, it de­
serves your support. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to say that I support the reso­
lution before us, which I regard as a 
highly important resolution, one of the 
most important which we have had to 
consider here. 

I think it is regrettable that there are 
not more Members present on an occa­
sion of this type. I believe that the meas­
ure is a step toward a more orderly and 
peaceful world, which is probably the 
single most important thing to which 
anyone in public life can direct himself 
at the present time. 

I think it is also appropriate to note, 
as a matter of legislative record at this 
point, although I intended to offer noth­
ing this morning, that there is pending 
in the other body, as the Members know, 
amendatory language which would 
specifically recognize in the resolution 
the principle, to which I think most of 
us subscribe and which we are intending 
here to accomplish, of equality in inter­
national strategic forces between our 
government and the Soviet Union. I 
think that principle is a sound principle. 
I trust that in the course of the legis­
lative process, after we have passed the 
measure in this House, that the language 
enunciating that principle, which is now 
being offered in the Senate, or some simi­
lar language_, will be given serious con­
sideration in the conference and there­
after. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

.Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, we will 
soon take one of the most significant 
votes in the history of this country. We 
are asked to endorse an interim agree­
ment on offensive arms, which the Pres­
ident concluded as a result of talks with 
the Russians in Moscow earlier this ~ear. 

We are told that we must approve this 
agreement because it is necessary to stop 
''Soviet momentum." In other words, the 
Russians have been engaged in such an 
intensive arms buildup during the past 
10 years, that they threaten to leave us 
hopelessly behind in weapons strength. 
For example, in 5 years they would have 
had 90 "Y -class'' submarines, as com­
pared to our 41. By this agreement we 
manage to hold them to "only" 62. This 
gives .us the chance to catch up in pay­
load capacity-though not numbers-by 
building Trident. 

Here is my question, Mr. Chairman: 
Why did we let ourselves get in this posi­
tion? Why did we let an enemy power get 
so far ahead in certain key areas that we 
were compelled to enter into a generally 
unfavorable agreement to stop them? 
Why does our country-long considered 
the most powerful on earth-find itself 
dealing from a position of weakness? In 
my judgment, it all boils down to this 
and we should see it for what it is-a 
lack of reasonable alternative. 

Because of an awesome Soviet capacity 
to produce weapons, we fear that the 
situation could be even worse next year­
and perhaps, in the next few years, un­
thinkable. Fw1ihermore, we worry that, 
given the present compulsion of many 
leaders in Congress and elsewhere to cut 
back drastically on anything military, we 
may not do any better at keeping up in 
the future. Mr. Chairman, because of 
these factors, and because I feel that we 
have little choice in the matter, I intend 
to support this resolution. 

I am going to vote for this resolution 
in hopes that we have learned a valuable 
lesson. Unquestionably, we could have 
done much better at SALT for ourselves 
and for our allies had we been stronger 
and better prepared. We were forced to 
accept an inferior status in many cases, 
and our President could do no better be­
cause of our state of relative unprepared­
ness. We let the Communists get the 
upper hand, and this is the very result 
many of us have been warning about for 
years. Hopefully, we can salvage some­
thing from this experience, and our 
warnings will now be better received. 

We can still maintain some degree of 
world leadership and self-respect under 
this agreement. Thanks to our ingenuity 
and technology, we can withstand some 
inferiority in numbers for a few years. 
But we must look to the futw·e. We must 
rekindle the traditional American deter­
mination to be "No. 1." Unless we have 
something to bargain with in the next 
round of talks, there will be no incentive 
for the Russians to come to reasonable 
terms. 

Should the Soviets continue their un­
precedented buildup of nuclear power, 
with no competition from the United 
States, they would have little difficulty 
showing the rest of the world "who's 
boss." Whether by threat, or from the 
natural tendency of the weak to ally 
themselves on the side of strength, the 
Soviets would be in a position to control 
the fortunes of most presently non­
alined nations. 

As a world power, the United States 
has solemn duties and weighty respon-

sibilities. She owes freedom and protec­
tion to her own people, as everyone 
knows, but also important is her obliga­
tion to help every citizen of the free 
world remain free. Reasonable men may 
differ on the advisability of our being 
a self -appointed guardian of the free 
world, but few will deny that the obliga­
tion is there. Some see it as a moral duty. 
a humanitarian effort. Others realize 
that we insure our own future freedom by 
helping others to remain free. Whatever 
the motive, no matter how we justify our 
military presence in the world, we must 
remain strong and powerful in order to 
meet our obligations. 

With God's help and with the fresh 
support of those who have now seen the 
consequences of weak resolve, I am opti­
mistic that our country can discharge 
ow· responsibilities with integrity and 
pride. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to House Joint Resolution 
1227. 

On May 26, 1972, President Nixon and 
Soviet Communist Party General Secre­
tary Leonid I. Brezhnev signed two 
agreements: the first is in the form of an 
executive agreement-Interim Offensive 
Agreement-limiting the deployment of 
intercontinental-ICBM-and subma­
rine-launched-SLBM-ballistic mis­
siles. The second is a formal treaty re­
stricting to nominal levels, the deploy­
ment of antiballistic missiles systems-­
ABM-which is of primary concern to 
the other body. 

The purpose of the interim agreement 
on offensive arms is to "freeze," for 5 
years, the deployment of ICBM's and 
SLBM's at specified limits. During the 
term of the interim agreement, both 
sides are to seek a permanent set of lim­
itations on strategic offensive arms in­
cluding elements not included in the in­
terim agreement such as strategic inter­
continental bombers and U.S. aircraft 
based in Europe as well as U.S. aircraft 
carriers with aircraft capable of deliver­
ing nuclear weapons on Soviet territory­
known as forward based systems. If no 
permanent agreement is reached, or both 
sides do not renew the agreement at 
the end of 5 years, both sides may re.;. 
sume their deployment of strategic of .. 
fensive systems. 

THE BALANCE OF FORCES UNDER THE SALT 
ACCORDS 

The interim agreement on offensive 
forces provides for limitations on offen­
sive weapons deployment for ICBM's and 
SLBM's only. The agreement does not 
impose limitation on bombers, number of 
warheads-of the "MIRV" or multiple 
warhead type-missile accuracy, or 
other characteristics of strategic nuclear 
forces. Since 1966, the Soviet Union has 
focused its strategic buildup on ICBM's 
and SLBM's. With regard to ICBM's only 
two properties are restricted: the total 
number of ICBM's-limited to those in 
operation or under construction as of 
July 1, 1972-and the approximate size 
of the missile silos, the underground 
housing for the ICBM. The latter restric-
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tion places a ceiling on the most impor­
tant characteristic of ballistic missiles in 
the long run its payload capacity-or 
''throw-weight,.-by limiting the size of 
the missile which can be placed in a silo. 
The significance of this characteristic is 
that the payload capacity determines the 
maximum number of individual war­
heads that can be placed upon a single 
missile, For example, if one missile has 
twice the payload capacity of another 
missile, the larger missile can carry twice 
the number of warheads carried by the 
smaller. 

The terms of the interim agreement 
permit the Soviet Union to have a 
greater number of ICBM's, as well as a 
greater payload capacity in its entire 
strategic force. The effect of the agree­
ment with regard to ICBM's is as 
follows: 

United states Soviet Union 

Modern heavy ICBM's ________ _ 
Modern light ICBM's _________ _ 
Obsolete ICBM's _____________ _ 

0 
21,000 

'54 

1 SS-9, or a new larger missile about to be tested. 
2 Minuteman. 
a SS-11 and SS-13. 
•Titan. 
o SS- 7 and SS-13. 

l 313 
31 100 

Jzog 

The United States has no counterpart 
to the heavy Soviet ICBM's. The current 
SS-9 missile has a payload capacity five 
times that of the Minuteman III missile, 
our largest and most modern ICBM, and 
an even larger Soviet missile with a pay­
load capacity eight times that of the 
Minuteman III could be used to replace 
the S~9. further augmenting the Soviet 
advantage in payload capacity. The 
Soviets may not convert their "light'' 
ICBM's into "heavy" ICBM's, nor may 
the United States do so. Both sides may 
convert their obsolete ICBM's into an 
equivalent number of SLBM's. The pay­
load capacity of the Soviet "heavy" 
ICBM's exceed the entire U.S. ICBM 
payload by a factor of three. 

The United States has 41 modern sub­
marines capable of launching SLBM's. 
Each carries 16 SLMB's; ultimately 31 
will be equipped with Poseidon multiple 
warhead-MIRV-missiles, the remain­
ing 10 submarines will be equipped with 
the older Polaris missile with a single 
warhead. Near the end of the decade, the 
10 Polaris firing submarines will be re­
placed by a larger submarine known as 
Trident-formerly called ULMS. 

The Soviet :Inion has 26 modern sub­
marines of the "Y" class in operation, and 
17 more under construction. These are 
each equipped with 16 SLBM's each with 
single warheads. The terms of the SALT 
accords will permit the Soviets to build 
62 modern--:Polaris-equivalent-subma· 
rines. In addition, the Soviets may re· 
tain 22 older "G" class submarines firing 
three SLBM's each. The Protocol re· 
stricts the United States to a maximum 
of 44 modern submarines with no more 
than 710 SLBM's. The Soviet Union may 
have no more 950 SLBM's on no more 
than 62 modern submarines for a total 
of 84 submarines and 1,016 SLBM's. 

MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE BALLISTIC MISSILE FIRING 
SUBMARINES 

United States Soviet Union 

Sub- Mis- Sub- Mis-
marines siles marines siles 

Modern (U.S. 
Polaris/Poseidon 
and Soviet "Y" 
class) ______ ------- 44 710 62 950 

Older types (diesel) 
20 (Soviet "G" class) __ 0 22 66 

TotaL ________ 44 710 84 1,016 

The terms of the interim agreement 
permit the Soviet Union to dismantle 
their 209 obsolete S~7 and S~8 ICBM's 
as well as some of their older diesel­
powered ballistic missile launching sub­
marines into modern nuclear-powered 
submarines similar to the U.S. Polaris/ 
Poseidon-type-the Soviet Y class. The 
United States only has 54 older ballistic 
missiles-the Titan II-which it may 
dismantle to add three additional sub­
marines to those already deployed-41-
for a total of 44. Unaffected by the agree­
ment are manned strategic interconti­
nental bombers and qualitative improve­
ments to the existing forces such as mul­
tiple warheads, improved accuracy, and 
other improvements. Neither the United 
States nor the Soviet Union may increase 
the number of their ICBM force. How­
ever, the Soviet Union will be able to 

modernize their heav.y missiles, 313 
S~9's with a new missile-noted above­
with nearly twice the payload capacity of 
the existing S~9's. Since the United 
States is not permitted any heavy mis­
siles under the agreement, the payload 
capacity of the U.S. ICBM force cannot 
be significantly increased. 

The United States is free to develop 
and deploy the Trident-ULMS-subma­
rine. The Soviet Union is free to develop 
its modified Y class submarine to accom­
modate a recently developed new SLBM. 

The United States is free to develop 
and deploy the B-1 bomber, the proposed 
new intercontinental bomber. The Soviet 
Union is free to develop and deploy its 
new intercontinental bomber, the Back­
fire. 

The United States is free to make fur­
ther qualitative improvements to its 
forces, including multiple warheads-­
MIRV-improved accuracy, and others. 
The Soviet Union is also free to make 
qualitative improvements of the same 
kind. However, because of the advantage 
conferred on the Soviet Union by the 
SALT accords in payload capacity of 
ICBM's-a 5-to-1 advantage-and num­
bers of SLBM's-a 3-to-2 advantage­
their potential for qualitative improve­
ment is vastly greater than for U.S. 
forces. Thus, the strategic balance could 
be as below if the Soviets make only 
modest qualitative improvements in their 
forces permitted under the agreements. 

HYPOTHESIZED STRATEGIC BALANCE 1978 
NUMBER OF WARHEADS 

United States 
Minuteman III (550 missiles @ 3 
~arheads) ----------------------- 1,650 

Minuteman II ( 450 missiles @ 1 ~ar-
head) --------------------------- 450 

Titan II (54 missiles @ 1 warhead)__ 54 
Polaris A3 (10 boats, 16 missiles @ 1 
~arhead) ----------------------- 160 

Poseidon (31 boats, 16 missiles @ 10 
warheads) ---------------------- 4, 960 

B- 52 heavy bombers (400 aircraft @ 

10 missiles and; or bombs)--------- 4, 000 
FB-111 medium bombers (100 aircraft 

@ 5 missiles and/ or bombs)------- 500 

Total -------------------~--- 11,77~ 

These estimates are conservative be­
cause they assume that the Soviet Union 
will not be capable of matching the U.S. 
engineering ability in multiple warhead 
technology within the next 5 years. If the 
Soviet Union were able to do so, they have 
sufficient payload capacity in their ICBM 
force alone to mount 35,000 of our 
Poseidon-type warheads. 

POLICY ISSUES IN THE SALT ACCORDS 

The details of the SALT accords are 
exceedingly complex because the explicit 
1nterim agreement on offensive arms, 
and the treaty on ABM systems have 
their associated "unilateral statements" 
and "agreed interpretations" dealing 
with specific technical and engineering 
aspects of the offensive and defensive 
arms held by each side. Nevertheless, 

Soviet Union 
SS-9 (modified) (313 missiles @ 20 
~arheads) ---------------------- 6,260 

SS-11 (1,000 missiles @ 2 warheads) . 2, 000 

SS-13 (100 missiles @ 2 warheads)__ 200 
TU-20 and MYA-4 heavy bombers 

(140 aircraft @ 10 missiles and/or 

bombs) ------------------------- 1,400 
TU-16 and TU-22 medium bombers 

(700 aircraft @ 5 missiles and/or 

bombs) ------------------------- 3,500 
"Y" class submarine (62 boats, 16 

missiles @ 1 ~arhead) ------------ 950 
"G" class submarine (22 boats, 3 mis-

siles @ 1 ~arhead) --------------- 66 

Total ----------------------- 14,376 

some crucial public policy issues emerge 
from the broad outlines of the agree­
ments. 

First, the United States has accepted 
an inferior position in every area whicfh 
was the subject of the interim agreement 
on offensive arms. That is, the United 
States accepted a position of inferiority 
in the number of ICBM's, inferiority in 
the total payload capacity of ICBM's, in­
feriority in the number of ballistic mis­
sile firing submarines, and inferiority in 
the number of submarine-launched bal­
listic missiles. In short, the United States 
has accepted a "freeze" on its own forces, 
but have merely imposed a "ceiling" on 
Soviet forces; a ceiling whic~~- is substan­
tially higher than the United States. If 
the United States is willing to accept in-
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feriority in ICBM's and SLBM's in the 
first round of SALT, will the United 
States be willing to accept inferiority of 
this kind in other strategic systems 
which will be the subject of negotiations 
in the second round of SALT? 

Second, most scientists close to mul­
tiple warhead technology maintain that 
the Soviet Union can be expected to de­
velop multiple warheads-MIRV-with­
in the 5-year term of the agreement­
the United States developed MIRV war­
heads in 3 years. If the Soviet Union did 
this and thereby, exploiting their vast 
ICBM payload capacity, their potential 
superiority in warheads would become 
real, Can U.S. security be maintained 
with manifest strategic inferiority? 

Third, the Safeguard ABM system was 
justified on the grounds that if the So­
viets put sufficient numbers of accurate 
multiple warheads-a serious possibility, 
should they choose to do so within the 
5-year term of the interim agreement 
on offensive arms-on their "heavy"­
SS-9 type-ICBM's, they could destroy 
95 percent of the unprotected U.S. Min­
uteman ICBM's on a first strike. The 
ABM treaty reduced the number of 
ABM interceptors at Minuteman bases 
to a nominal-100 interceptor missiles­
and militarily ineffective level, but the of­
fensive threat-that is, SS-9 missiles or 
larger-was not reduced. Thus, our Min­
uteman ICBM's are still in danger. How 
were the interests of reducmg the in­
centive of the Soviet Union to strike 
first-a criteria of "strategic sufficiency" 
in President Nixon's 1972 foreign policy 
message to Congress-enhanced by the 
terms of the SALT accords? 

Fourth, great emphasis among U.S. 
allies is placed upon the credibility of 
U.S. strategic forces to provide a "nu­
clear shield" against Soviet convention­
al or nuclear attack. The terms of the 
SALT accbrds place the United States 
in a position of at least apparent-based 
upon the agreed-upon disparity in the 
size of strategic forces in favor of the 
Soviet Union-if not real U.S. strategic 
inferiority. Based on the credibility of 
the U.S. nuclear umbrella, we have per­
suaded allied nations such as Japan and 
Germany to forgo the development of 
strategic nuclear forces. How can our 
alliance policy be supported in the future 
in the face of the SALT accords? 

Fifth, the role of photographic satellite 
- obser.vation-national technical means 

of verification-to police the terms of 
the agreement is crucial. There have 
been major failures of photo reconnais­
sance in the past, such as the failure in 
1964 to determine that the Chinese Com­
munists' first nuclear test was going to 
be a uranium bomb-which required a 
huge factory for the production of the 
nuclear material-it was incorrectly pre­
dicted that the Chinese would test an 
unsophisticated plutonium bomb. The 
SALT accords require a much higher de­
gree of reconnaissance sophistication, 
and the consequences of successful So­
viet evasion are much more serious for 
the United States. Is it prudent to place 
our entire confidence in the integrity of 
the agreements in satellite observation, 

when on-site inspection is the only truly 
reliable inspection technique? 

The prefatory language contained in 
the House joint resolution, as reported, 
fails to contain any language which is 
sensitive to the concerns expressed by 
numerous experts before the committees 
responsible for studying this agreement 
in both the House and the Senate. 

Failure to include such language is 
likely to result in a misinterpretation of 
the determination of the Congress to 
support a prudent strategic posture. Ab­
sence of such congressional support could 
gravely weaken the chances for success­
ful and truly effective arms limitation 
accords in the forthcoming round of 
strategic arms limitations negotiations. 
Moreover, to the extent that the resolve 
of the Congress is misinterpreted in 
Moscow, the chances for a stable and 
enduring world peace are jeopardized. 

I therefore urge that the House reject 
the resolution. 

Should the resolution be passed, I urge 
my colleagues from the Foreign Affairs 
Committee who will meet with their Sen­
ate counterparts to insist in the confer­
ence on the inclusion of the language of 
the so-called Jackson amendment in the 
final resolution which will be transmitted 
to the President. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gen­
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Offensive Weapons In­
terim Agreement and urge passage of 
House Joint Resolution 1227. 
· It is generally conceded that America 

and Russia cannot risk attacking each 
other because their nuclear arsenals are 
sufficient to withstand surprise attack 
and still have enough undamaged retali­
atory hardware left over to pulverize the 
aggressor. 

President Nixon and Premier Brezh­
nev believe it is in the self-interest of 
their respective countries to perpetuate 
this condition of mutual deterrence 
based on nuclear sufficiency. The pro­
posed SALT Treaty limiting defensive 
anti-ballistic-missile systems and its ac­
companying interim agreement limiting 
certain offensive weapons was designed 
for this purpose. 

The rationale of the ABM limitation 
is obvious. Each new ABM built by one 
siqe can be nullified by the other's new 
offensive installation. It is in nobody's 
security interest to spend money for that 
kind of an arms race only to end up 
poorer, but no safer than before. 

The logic of allowing the Soviets a 
lopsided number of offensive missiles 
and submarines is obscure if quantity 
alone is considered. It emerges clearly, 
however, when other factors relevant to 
assessing the kill power of these two 
Nation's strategic nuclear arsenals are 
taken into account. These include the 
following: 

The actual number of nuclear war­
heads in the U.S. deterrent package 
considerably exceeds those of the Soviets 
because of our many multiple, inde­
pendently guided reentry vehicles­
MIRV's. 

The greater accuracy of the U.s. 
warheads gives them a proportionately 
large kill capability, ample for nuclear 
sufficiency. 

The U.S. allies and near allies possess 
substantial strategic deterrent forces 
which augment the free world's overall 
deterrent posture. 

The arrangements impose no limita­
tions at all on certain U.S. systems con­
tributing to our deterrent strength, such 
as SAC bombers and U.S. aircraft based 
overseas on land and on aircraft carriers. 

Sufficiency to deter is something in the 
mind of the beholder and when one side 
fields a mix of bombers, ICBM's, and 
SLBM's with which it is satisfied, the 
other side would need to assume very 
large and unknown risks of miscalcu­
lation in order to assess it as insuffi­
cient. 

What are inside the strategic systems, 
how good they are now, and how they 
may be qualitatively improved are not 
covered by the arrangements, leaving the 
parties in exactly the same circum­
stances, whatever they are, as before. 

Provision for verification by each par­
ty's own intelligence apparatus involves 
minimal risk, since the arrangements are 
cast in terms of items which reasonably 
can be monitored by satellite photog­
raphy and similar means. _ 
- The foregoing and many additional 
calculations undoubtedly influenced 
President Nixon's determination that the. 
agreements are worthwhile and that 
their terms involve neither undue risks 
to U.S. security nor disproportionate ad­
vantage to the Soviet Union. 

In making his decision the President 
also must have · totaled the quite large 
costs of the superpowers taking no steps · 
at all toward arms control against ~hose · 
involved in the limited agreements he 
made in Moscow. No person better knows 
these costs than he and his judgment 
deserves great respect. 

To assure that the arrangements do 
not grow lopsided by the passage of time, 
Congress must support the President's 
R. & D. requests for the Trident sub­
marine program, the B-1 bomber, and 
other improved strategic systems. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis­
consin (Mr. ZABLOCKI). 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the historic resolution ap­
proving the interim agreement and re­
lated protocol on offensive strategic 
arms signed in Moscow last May. 

In doing so, I want to emphasize that 
during the process of negotiations which 
lee. up to this agreement, Members of 
the Congress have consistently been 
kept abreast of developments. 

When the SALT talks began about 2¥2 
years ago, the chairman of the Com­
mittee on Foreign Affairs as.signed the 
Subcommittee on National Secmity Pol­
icy and Scientific Developments, of 
which I am chairman, to monitor the 
progress of the talks. 

As a result, the subcommittee was 
briefed nine times during the 30-month 
negotiating period. In addition, SALT­
related briefings were held with officials 
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of the Department of Defense and the 
Central Intelligence Agency. 

All of these briefings were open to 
the entire membership of the committee 
and many members availed themselves 
of the opportunity to be brought up to 
date on progress at the talks. Several 
committee members visited the sites of 
the talks for additional briefings. 

Other committees of this and the 
other body have similarly availed them­
selves of the opportunity regularly to be 
informed about, and consulted on, the 
negotiations. 

Mr. Chairman, I can attest to the 
candid and forth1ight discussion which 
was given to the issues. 

No one who attended those meetings 
failed to be impressed by the serious, 
professional attitudes of the U.S. SALT 
negotiating team. 

Their work has been of such quality 
as to require that we give them individ­
ual recognition: 

The head of the delegation was the 
Honorabl0 Gf'rard Smith, Director of the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
a man noted for his intelligence and 
judgment. 

Representing the Department of De­
fense on the team was the Honorable 
Paul Nitze, former Secretary of the Navy. 

Representing the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
was Lt. Gen. Royal Allison of the U.S. 
Air Force. 

And representing the Department of 
State was the . Honorable Graham Par­
sons, former U.S. Ambassador to Sweden 
and Laos and a high-ranking Foreign 
Service officer. 

This is the team that hammered out 
the details of the agreements which 
President Nixon and Secretary Brezhnev 
signed in Moscow last May 26. 

Since that time their work has re­
ceived the endorsement of the highest of­
ficials of our Government. 

In testimony before the committee on 
the agreements, the Secretary of State, 
the Secretary of Defense, and the Chair­
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff all ex­
pressed their support of the agreements. 

As one who has followed the progress 
of the talks from the beginning, let me­
at this point-add my endorsement. 

The treaty on ABM's and the interim 
agreement on offensive strategic weapons 
offer the first tangible evidence that the 
momentum of the arms race between our 
Nation and the Soviet Union can be suc­
cessfully halted and that we can move 
ultimately to mutual arms reductions. 

Several points about these agreements 
deserve particular attention: 

First the negotiating dialog between 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
has in itself been useful. 

Today, we .have a much better under­
standing of Soviet interests and concerns 
in the strategic area-certainly the most 
sensitive area of national life. 

And the Russians have a better under­
standing of our interests and concerns. 

Second, the bargaining process was one 
of give and take on both sides. 

Some critics have charged that the So­
viets got the best of the bargaining. Such 
charges are not well founded. 

Anyone who w::ts knowledgeable of 
the bargaining positions of both sides 

as the negotiations progressed should be 
well aware that there was give and take 
on both sides-and that our negotiators 
took as well as they gave. 

In that connection let me quote from 
the President's statement to Members of 
Congress on June 15 in which he said: 

I have noted a great deal of speculation 
about who won and who lost in these nego­
tiations. I have said that neither side won 
and neither side lost. As a matter of fact, if 
we were to really look at it very, very fairly, 
both sides won, and the whole world won. 

Let me tell you why I think that it is 
important. Where negotiations between great 
powers are involved, if one side wins, and the 
other loses clearly, then you have a built-in 
tendency or incentive for the side that loses 
to break the agreement and to do everything 
that it can to regain the advantage. 

This is an agreement which was very 
toughly negotiated on both sides. There are 
advantages in it for both sides. For that 
reason, each side has a vested interest, we 
believe, in keeping the agreement rather 
than breaking it. 

I think that statement by the Presi­
dent is a sound one. 

A third point which should be made is 
that nothing in this interim agreement 
on offensive nuclear weapons--or the 
treaty on ballistic missile defense sys­
tems-was or will be taken on faith. 

There is an old belief in this country 
about not trusting the Russians. It is 
wise advice-and thus this agreement is 
not based on trust. 

Rather, it is based on quantitative 
factors which can be verified by national 
technical means-that is, our observa­
tion satellites. 

The director of the Central Intelli­
gence Agency, Richard Helms, has as­
sured the committee that these means 
are fully adequate to monitor success­
fully Soviet compliance with the agree­
ments. 

Moreover, the agreements themselves 
call for the creation of a Standing Con­
sultative Commission which will be a 
forum for ironing out any questions or 
disputes which may arise from the appli­
cation of the agreements. 

In his testimony before the committee, 
Dr. Edward Teller, the outstanding nu­
clear scientist, cited the creation of the 
Commission as a significant advance in 
dealing with nuclear weapons issues. 

My fourth and final point is that the 
interim agreement on offensive arms is 
exactly that-an interim agreement. 

Its maximum life is 5 years, during 
which time both sides v.rill be attempting 
to work out a comprehensive agreement 
on offensive strategic arms. 

There is no pretense that this is a 
perfect agreement meant for the ages. 

Some critics of the agreement have 
tended to see it in just that light. Their 
charges appear to be based on the mis­
taken idea that the agreement is a 
permanent one. 

The agreement is not permanent in 
any sense. If it should be possible to 
reach a comprehensive agreement with 
the Soviets next month-albeit un­
likely-the useful life of the agreement 
will have been 1 month. 

The value of the agreement is to give 
both sides 5 additional years to see if 
comprehensive controls are possible. For 

the sake of ending the costly arms race, 
let us hope that they are. 

In the meantime, this body should 
indicate to the American peo.!)le and the 
people of the world that the Congress 
supports careful, reasonable steps toward 
strategic arms limitation by giving its 
overwhelming support to the joint reso­
lution before us today. 

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I yield to the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. Dow>. 

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, this Con­
gressman heartily supports the resolu­
tion, House Joint Resolution 1227, to ac­
cept the interim agreement for limiting 
strategic offensive arms. 

Some days ago, I was curious as to 
why this particular agreement was not 
handled as a treaty, but instead, comes 
as an agreement to be accepted by both 
Houses of Congress. The Library of Con­
gress has given me some good reasons, 
and I want to share them with my col­
leagues. 

This agreement relates to offensive 
weapons, and is interim in nature. Ac­
cordingly it does not seem to have the 
permanence that would be expected in 
the treaty form. 

Further, the Arms Control and Dis­
armament Act of 1961, which establishes 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, states that any agreement which 
limits U.S. arrris must have congressional 
approval. 

We should be pleased that the monu­
mental consequence of this landmark 
agreement is signified by its submittal 
to both Houses of Congress. We should 
be pleased that we, as Members of Con­
gress, can participate in the consumma­
tion of the first major limitation upon 
the principal nuclear weapons. 

The implied threats by the Secretary 
of Defense and by some Members of the 
other body to qualify this agreement in 
some fashion, should be opposed. It is 
certainly ironic when worldwide appeals 
for strategic arms limitation have been 
prevalent for years and years, that any­
one in his right mind would want to 
water down the monumental achieve­
ment represented in this agreement by 
armament strategies that would in any 
way nullify the accomplishments of the 
agreement. To observe that some Ameri­
can leaders would join in this agreement, 
yet promptly thereafter seek means to 
"get around it," is certainly dishearten­
ing. 

The United States ought certainly to 
continue its observations of Soviet arm­
ing, but the United States should not be 
the first in nullifying what has been 
agreed to. I am more than a little sur­
prised and disappointed that the United 
States might follow this course. Some of 
us will oppose any watering down of 
the SALT agreement, or any devices to 
destroy its effect. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BINGHAM). 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I should like to make two points. 
First, I have often stood here in the 

well and criticized the present adminis-
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tration, and on this occasion I am happy 
to rise and pay tribute to what this ad­
ministration has done. As the other 
speakers have pointed out, this has been 
a remarkable negotiating t .eam. I believe 
Ambassador Gerard Smith, whom I have 
had the pleasure of knowing as a friend 
for many years, has done an outstanding 
job. · 

We have had the collaboration of the 
various agencies of the U.S. Govern­
ment, and we have established a new 
means of communication without po­
lemics with the Soviet Union, which can 
be extraordinarily valuable for years tG 
come. 

These agreements, of course, are lim­
ited in scope, and I certainly hope fur­
ther negotiations will proceed to com­
_plete the job that has been commenced. 

The other point I want to make is 
this: The strange thing which strikes me 
about what is going on in the other 
body, and the objections that have been 
raised to the interim agreement, is that 
the interim agreement-the one before 
us-is the one in which the United States 
gained something and the Soviets gave 
up something. It was the treaty on the 
ABM in which we made the sacrifice and 
the Soviets got what they wanted. Yet 
the administration witnesses pointed this 
out. So if by chance the treaty, which 
has now been ratified, were to be in 
force, and the agreement were not to 
be approved, we · would be producing an 
absurdity: we would be saying, "OK, 
we have agreed to the treaty in which 
the United States gives up something, 
but we are not going to approve the 
agreement in which the Soviet Union 
gives up .something." 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished gen­
tleman from Michigan <Mr. GERALD R. 
FORD). 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise at this point to endorse the 
proposal that is on the floor of the House 
that would call upon the House of Rep­
resentatives to approve the interim 
agreement reached by the President and 
the representatives of the Soviet Union 
in the recent SALT talk negotiations. 

The gentleman from Louisiana, the 
distinguished majority leader, and I in­
troduced the basic proposal. It was re­
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Af­
fairs. That committee worked its will 
and made some· changes in the text, 
changes which in my judgment in no 
way whatsoever harm or injure the pro­
posal that was originally submitted. As 
a matter of fact, I think the committee 
probably to some extent, if that is the 
right word, cleaned up the proposal as it 
was originally drafted. 

It seems to me, however, a comment 
or two might be appropriate at this time 
as to the attitude of the Congress. 

I believe this agreement will be over­
whelmingly approved by the House of 
Representatives, and properly so. How­
ever, I do think it wise to say that both 
in the other body and here many search­
ing questions have been asked and in 
the minds of at least some there is some 
concern and some apprehension. 
· I believe that the President and his 
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negotiating team did a good job, but it 
should also be borne in mind-and this 
is in relationship to subsequent negoti­
ations-that the President of the United 
States, whoever that might be, has to 
come back to the legislative body in the 
United States which represents the peo­
ple to get in the one case any treaty 
agreement by the other body and an 
executive agreement approval by both 
bodies. 

So the President in his negotiations 
does have to bear in mind the attitudes 
and the opinions of the 535 Members of 
the Congress as a whole. The President 
does not have a totally free hand, and 
under our system he should not. 

This ought to be understood• by those 
on the other side of the negotiating 
table. This fact of life in American poli­
tics ought to be understood by the other 
side in any such negotiations. It is a 
give and take with the Congress, figura­
tively, looking over the · shoulder of our 
President. 

In the case of the United States the 
President has the primary responsibility 
but he does have to bear in mind the 
facts, .attitudes and opinions that do 
exist in the legislative branch under our 
system of government in America. 

Mr. Chairman, I endorse the proposal 
before us and urge its affirmative con­
sideration and I hope by an overwhelm­
ing vote. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair­
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I rise in support of the resolution and to 
pay tribute to President Richard Nixon 
for the dedicated effort on his part that 
made it possible for us to make this first 
significant step toward an. understanding 
between peoples and nations. An under­
standing that could well set the stage 
for a full generation of peace. 

It is important to understand that this 
agreement and the accompanying treaty 
on strategic arms limitation are not the 
total answer to the problem of the world 
today. It is important to understand that 
it is only a beginning. And it is impor­
tant to understand that the success or 
failure of these agreements and future 
agreements will, in the end, be deter­
mined by the manner in which all par­
ties involved conduct themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, while this agreement 
is only a beginning, when I think of the 
possibilities it presents, when I dare to 
dream that world peace may finally be in 
our future, the pride I feel for my coun­
try and for my President cannot be con­
tained. 

Mr. Chairman, I pray that we are right 
in this effort. I pray that God will con­
tinue to lead President Nixon in these 
extremely delicate negotiations for peace 
and I pray that each of us will soon be 
able to live in a time when war is obso­
lete and has been set aside by a people 
determined to live in ::;>eace. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 

distinguished minority leader for yield­
ing to me. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr.· Chairman, I yield 
as much time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. SIKEs). 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I take this 
time to commend the leadership on both 
sides of the aisle for supporting the pro­
posal before us today. It represents a 
significantly forward step in America's 
history and in foreign policy programs. 
I endorse the proposal. 

I believe the strategic arms limita­
tions agreements now before Congress 
represent a significant fo . .-'Vard step in 
the struggle for peace in the world. Let 
us be perfectly frank in admitting the 
agreements have weaknesses. I am con­
cerned over the apparent numerical su­
periority the Soviets will enjoy. I am 
disturbed that the Soviets are not de­
terred from installing multiple warheads 
on their missiles. 

But the agreement is better than no 
agreement at all. It is an interim agree­
ment for a 5-year period, to be in effect 
until such time as a permanent agree­
ment can be reached, unless canceled. 
The agreements provide us a breathing 
room while, hopefully a better under­
standing among nations and perma­
nent agreements on arms limitation is 
reached. 

The proposal which we are now asked 
to approve is a welcome substitute for 
an expensive arms buil.:".up. More sig­
nificantly, it does provide a degree of 
limitation on the Soviets. This is im­
portant because they are not bound by 
concern for domestic programs. They 
can build weapons without the restric­
tions which we impose upon ourselves 
so that we can provide greater benefits 
to the people of our country. 

Let us hope that the years immediate­
ly ahead will give us a better understand­
ing with Russia and with other world 
powers. Let us hope that it opens the 
door to an opportunity for permanent 
agreements on arms limitations. But let 
me caution that we must maintain a 
proper level of defense for America dur­
ing the interim period. Particularly 
should we explore every fruitful avenue 
of research and development. We must 
seek better weapons to offset the lim­
itation which we are imposing on our­
selves. 

I urge adoption of the agreements by 
the Congress, and that we afford the 
President our full support as, with con­
gressional endorsement, he moves toward 
that goal which we all seek-an "end tJ 
the arms race everywhere. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary­
land <Mr. LoNG). 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 
I support this agreement, but I want 
more assurance that we can verify com­
pliance. 

Article V of the interim agreement 
merely states that each nation "shall use 
national technical means of verification 
at its disposal in a manner consistent 
with generally recognized principles of 
international law." 

It is obvious that we are counting heav­
ily on observation satellites. We can 
doubtless count also on diplomatic con-
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tacts, newspapers and articles, defectors, 
espionage, tourists, and businessmen. But 
can any of these give us adequate verifi­
cation? 

When Secretary Laird testified on 
these accords before the Appropriations 
Committee, I asked him if we had ade­
quate means to discover violations. Mr. 
Laird would only say: 

Dr. Long, I expect you to take my word for 
it because you have had the privilege of sit­
ting in executive sessions of this committee, 
and I believe, based upon the briefings I have 
given you and .the information that you hav:e 
had available to you, you will accept my 
words. 

Well, I do not recall any such reassur­
ance, and it is not my job as a Congress­
man to accept anybody's word on any­
thing so vital to our national security. 

Nowhere in the two agreements is there 
any recognition of the uniertainties of 
what is going on in the closed system of 
the Soviet Union. Yesterday Senator 
JAcKSON pointed out that the Soviet 
negotiators lied to our negotiators that 
they had 48 Yankee class submarines 
when they only had 42 of these ballistic 
missile carrying sub-in order to obtain 
a better bargaining position in the talks. 

Satellites can count missiles, but they 
cannot look inside the silos. In addition, 
the treaty has not yet settled the ques­
tion of mobile land missiles. How can we 
count missiles that are being moved 
around? 

We have to be able to verify that the · 
Soviet Union is living up to the arms 
limitation. We have to have confidence 
in our ability to verify. And the Soviet 
Union has to be convinced that we are 
able to verify, because if it thinks we 
cannot, it may be tempted to cheat. 

Most treaties and agreements of this 
type fail-if they do fail-because of 
cheating and lack of confidence. 

Mr. Chairman, I want the agreement 
on offensive weapons to succeed, but I 
am disturbed about the adequacy of our 
verification system, and I am not sat­
isfied with assurances offered by the 
administration. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1% minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. FASCELL). 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in full support of House Joint Resolu­
tion 1227, the resolution expressing the 
approval of the Cong1.·ess and authori­
zation for the President to accept an 
interim agreement between the United 
States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on certain 
measures with respect to the limitation 
of strategic offensive arms. 

The signing of the intetim agreement 
and the ABM treaty in Moscow on May 
26, 1972, was a historic first step in our 
efforts to check the ever escalating, ever­
more expensive and dangerous nuclear 
arms race. We must not underestimate 
the long-term significance, nor can we 
let down our guard in the face of limited, 
although notable, progress. 

The agreements reached in Moscow 
this spring represent the culmination of 
concerted efforts which began during the 
Kennedy administration with the crea­
tion of the Arms Control and Disarma­
ment Agency by the Congress in 1961, 

action which I supported in the House. 
Efforts continued during the adminis­
tration of President Johnson and steps 
were taken to prepare for direct discus­
sions with the Soviet Union on mutual 
arms limitation. President Nixon's initia­
tive then led to the opening of the stra­
tegic arms limitation talks in November 
of 1969, and finally, to agreements on 
the limitation of both offensive and de­
fensive nuclear arms. It has been a long, 
hard road, but one which I feel we could 
not afford to ignore. 

The United States must, of course, 
maintain a strong national defense, one 
which includes a strong strategic posture. 
The House Foreign Affairs Committee 
agreed, and I concur, that only by bar­
gaining from a position of sufficient 
strength can the United States expect 
success in the attempt to achieve an ef­
fective, lasting agreement limiting offen­
sive strategic systems. 

I agree, to, that while offering the pros­
pect of a more secure and peaceful 
world, the SALT agreements will permit 
the United States to take those steps 
necessary to maintain a strategic pos­
ture which both protects our vital na­
tional interests and guarantees our con­
tinued security. 

We · must continue to hope for and 
work toward a comprehensive nuclear 
offensive arms limitation. The interim 
agreement, however, is in the national 
security interests of our country, and de­
serves the support of the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a historic occa­
sion for at least two reasons, and for 
·both reasons I can commend President 
Nixon and the -negotiating team on the 
first count for the substance of both the 
treaty and the interim agreement, which 
speak for themselves. And on the sec­
ond count, Mr. Chairman, because of the 
fact that this administration has sent 
the interim agreement for ratification 
and approval by the Congress of the 
United states. This is an import~mt step 
for us, and I would hope that all these 
executive agreements would ultimately 
be sent to the Congress for our consid­
eration and acceptance. 

The language of the resolution before 
us, therefore, carries out that intent, and 
says that the Congress ratifies the agree­
ment and authorizes the President to en­
ter into the formal acceptance for that 
interim agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, it is for these reasons 
that I rise in support of the pending reso­
lution. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. STRATTON). 

Mr. STRATI'ON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of this resolution, but 
I think there are some serious limita­
tions to this agreement. Although we are 
all anxious to go home, and nobody, per­
haps, is listening, I believe that if we 
pass this resolution today without recog­
nizing some of the pitfalls in the agree­
ment it ratifies, we may be in trouble. 

It is impossible to explain all of these 
limitations in 2 minutes, and I hope to 
get a little more time under the 5 min­
ute rule because, after all, this is ba­
sically an agreement with regard to long­
range nuclear offensive missiles. The 

committee that has the primary concern 
with long-range nuclear offensive mis­
siles is the Committee on Armed Serv­
ices. We have examined the agreement; 
we have held hearings on it, but the 
legislation itself comes out today from 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs which, 
as we all know, is highly knowledgeable 
on the broad spectrum of political and 
military affairs. But perhaps a comment 
or two from someone on the military 
side of the picture might also be appro­
priate because there are very definite 
limitations to this SALT agreement from 
a military point of view. 

The distinguished junior Senators 
from Washington probably the most 
knowledgeable man in the Congress to­
day in the field of nuclear missiles and 
national defense generally, is so con­
cerned about some of the inadequacies 
of this agreement that he has dominated 
the proceedings of the other body for 
the last week simply in an effort to put 
some language into their resolution of 
approval that will indicate that at least 
we in Congress know what these limita­
tions are and that we will continue to 
be aware of them in the 5-year interim 
period that lies ahead. 

The reason I support this agreement 
is that I think it is better than noth­
ing. I believe that the military situa­
tion against us with regard to the So­
viet Union would be worse if we did not 
have the agreement than if we have it. 

So I am prepared to support it and I 
am not even going to offer the so-called 
Jackson amendment. But I do think we 
should recognize that this agreement will 
not exactly usher in the millennium­
that we not only begiri here from a po-· 
sition of slight inferiority for the United 
States-but, if we are not careful, it· 
could parlay itself over the next 5 years 
into a position of substantial relative 
weakness on our part. 

The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for ·the additional 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the present time we 
have ' 1,054 long-range ICBM missiles 
while the Soviets have some 1,643. We 
have 41 nuclear submarines at the pres­
ent, while they have 31 afloat and 12 
others building. So you might say in spite 
of these numerical differences, maybe we 
still have a general parity with the Rus­
sians. But the Soviets are now and have 
been, and would have been without this 
treaty, undertaking a very rapid expan­
sion of their nuclear forces. 

Even under this interim arrangement, 
they are going to be allowed to have as 
many as 62 missile-firing submarines 
while our 41 have been frozen at that 
number for some time and under the 
agreement could only increase to 44. 

So the question is whether we in this 
country are going to be willing to make 
the difficult decisions that will be needed 
over the 5-year period ahead if we are 
going to prevent this period from being 
used by the Soviets to achieve an even 



August 18, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29105 
greater gap between our nuclear missile 
power and that of the Soviets. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman. . 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman is making a very valuable 
contribution to this debate, to much of 
which I subscribe and which definitely 
needed to be made. I am glad the gentle­
man has made it. 

I would like to add that we hear a lot 
these days about the need for greater 
participation by the Congress in the con­
duct of our foreign policy-a principle 
to which I subscribe. But I think per­
sonally that it is a poor argument for 
that principle, and rather re:tlects upon 
the Congress, that we are considering 
here this morning a highly important 
measure of foreign policy, in which we 
have been asked to participate, and only 
a corporal's ·guard is here present. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman is absolutely correct. 
. Now, Mr. Chairman, there is some evi­
~ence that the terms of the agreement 
were arrived at rather hastily during 1 
or 2 days of the Moscow conference in a 
desperate effort to get something that 
could be publicly agreed to. Some of the 
provisions of the agreement which was 
finally concluded~ it has been suggested, 
involve concessions on which the Ameri­
can delegation to the SALT talks had 
until then steadfastly maintained they 
could not and would not yield. 

I cannot pinpoint just which those 
provisions are, but we can readily see 
aspects of the agreement that do give 
cause for concern. · 

For example, the Soviets also have a 
substantial number of cruise-missile 
submarines not even covered by this 
agreement. Yet these submarines, with 
nuclear-typed missiles, pose a very con­
siderable threat to the United States. 
Even though their range is only about 
. 300 miles, they would still be capable of 
knocking out most of our major cities 
on the east coast, the west coast, and 
even along the gulf coast, since they can 
come in low and fast and thus get under 
our radar and antiaircraft defenses. 

Indeed this is one area where we can­
not match the Soviets since their major 
cities are so far inland that they are 
inaccessible to cruise missile attack. 

In addition, there are the serious am­
biguities in language to which I have al­
ready refelTed.. Let me give just one ex­
ample. On page 27 of the Presidential 
message transmitting the SALT agree­
ments to Congress <House Document 92-
311, June 13, 1972) there appears the 
following "Agreed Interpretation" num­
bered "J," which reads as follows: 

The Parties understand that in the process 
of modernization and replacement [per­
mitted under the agreement] the dimensions 
of land-based ICBM silo launchers will not 
be significantly increased. 

At the bottom of the same page there 
appears under the heading "Common 
Understanding" the following words: 

Increase in ABM Silo Dimensions-Ambas­
sador Smith made the following statement 
on May 26, 1972: "The Parties agree that the 

term 'significantly increased' means that an 
increase will not be greater than 10-15 per­
cent of the present dimensions of land-based 
ICBM launchers. 

"Minister Semenov replied that this state­
ment corresponded to the Soviet under­
standing." 

Now, Mr. Chairman, note the plural in 
the word "dimensions" in the next to the 
last sentence. In a launcher silo there are 
two important dimensions-the diam­
eter and the depth. If we allow a 15 per­
cent increase in just one of these two 
basic dimensions, the volume of the silo 
is increased by 32 -percent--almost one­
third. Is an increase of one-third in vol­
ume really an "insignificant" increase 
when it comes to the destructive power 
of the missile? 

And since the wording on page 27 says 
"dimensions" not "dimension" let us see 
what happens if we increase both dimen­
sions of the silo by 15 percent. In that 
case the volume is increased by an 
astounding 52 percent. That surely is not 
any "insignificant" increase. Indeed 52 
percent is about the difference between 
the missiles on the new Trident subma­
rine compared to the current Poseidon 
missile we now employ. 

Ambassador Gerard Smith, our chief 
negotiator at the SALT talks did tell our 
committee that the wording of this par­
ticular ''common understanding" actu­
ally meant "an increase of 10 to 15 per­
cent in one dimension or a combination, 
but not in both." But in response to a 
question from me, he conceded there was 
nothing in the text of the agreements to 
demonstrate that the Soviet delegate bad 
also accepted this view. 

Let me touch on another problem that 
also disturbs me. We have heard a lot 
of talk lately that amendments like those 
being offered in the Senate by Senator 
JACKSON upset the spirit of "trust" that 
marked these historic agreements. But 
the truth is, Mr. Chairman, that the Rus­
sians never did give us the precise num­
ber of ICBM :launchers which they actu­
ally have. They just let us set our ceiling 
on the basis of our own intelligence esti­
mates of the number of launchers which 
they have. 

What kind of "trust" is this, if the So­
viets will not even give us the basic fig­
ures on their own nuclear arsenal which 
are of course essential to any meaningful 
agreement? 

So, Mr. Chairman, while this agree­
ment before us may help to slow down 
the Soviet momentum, there are just 
too many loopholes in it for us to assume 
that peace suddenly is here at last, and 
that we can all safely let down our guard 
now and relax. 

The Soviets have already indicated 
their intentions of proceeding at once­
as indeed they may already be doing­
to improve their missile capabilities 
under the terms permitted by the agree­
ment. This is why it is so very impor­
tant for us to continue during this 5-
year interim period to improve the qual­
ity of our nuclear forces to maintain 
some continued position of equality. 

There are some indications we may be 
prepared to do just this, since both the 
House and Senate have approved the 
new Trident submarine, as well as the 

B-1 bomber, as recommended by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. But there are other 
indications that Congress may hesitate 
to go as far as our military leaders have 
urged us to go to keep in step with other 
improvements the Soviets may be mak­
ing in their forces during this interiTil 
period. The ABM missile site approved 
for the Washington area, for exampje, 
has been knocked out over in the Senate. 
And the Senate has also opposed re­
search and development funds required 
to provide a steady degree of technologi­
cal improvement for our own forces. 

This is disturbing because 1f the 
.Soviets do move ahead rapidly, and at 
the same time we lag back iii the mis­
taken belief that we are now safe be­
cause of SALT, the real balance of 
power between ourselves and the Soviets 
·could shift badly, and the chances of 
getting a real SALT n agreement would 
become almost impossible. This would 
be especially true if the Soviets were to 
succeed in MffiVing their much bigger 
and heavier SS-9 missiles. 

Maybe all of this wm not happen tn 
just 5 years; but there is a chance that 
it just might happen. And we cannot 
afford to take that chance or at least be 
blind to the possibility it could occur. 

So this is the reason for the Jackson 
amendment. I believe it makes a good 
deal of sense. Let me just read the text 
of that amendment: 

Resolved that the Government and the peo­
ple of the United States ardently desire a 
stable international strategic balance that 
maintains peace and deters aggression. The 
Congress supports the stated policy of the 
United States that were a more complete 
strategic offensive .arms agreement not 
achieved within the five years of the interim 
agreement, and were the survivability of the 
strategic deterrent forces of the United States 
to be threatened as a result of such failure, 
this could jeopardize the supreme national 
interests of the United States; the Congress 
recognizes the difficulty of maintaining a 
stable strategic balance in a period of rapidly 
developing technology; the Congress recog­
nizes the principle of United States-Soviet 
Union equality reflected in the anti-ballistic 
missile treaty, and urges and requests the 
President to seek a future treaty that, inter 
alia, would not limit the United States to 
levels of intercontinental strategic forces in­
ferior to the limits provided for the Soviet 
Union; and the Congress considers that the 
success of these agreements and the attain­
ment of more permanent and comprehensive 
agreements are dependent upon the main­
tenance of a vigorous research and develop­
ment and modernization program leading to 
a prudent strategic posture. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to offer 
this Jackson amendment here today. But 
there is a very good chance it will be 
added to the resolution in the Senate. 

I just want to express here today the 
hope that if this Jackson amendment is 
added in the Senate the House conferees 
will accept it. Its inclusion in the joint 
resolution would simply demonstrate 
that we recognize the dangers in the in­
terim agreement, intend to avoid them, 
and look hopefully ahead to the achieve­
ment of a more stable, equitable, and 
permanent agreement on offensive mis­
siles as a result of the SALT II talks. 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say I 
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have listened with great intet·est to the 
remarks of the gentleman from New 
York and I entirely subscribe to what he 
has said-that we ought not to take this 
as the millenium and sit back and feel 
that we are safe forever without taking 
some additional steps. 

As I said in my original remarks, this 
is an interim agreement and it does not 
amount to much unless we proceed to 
the second stage. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAILLIARD. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to House Joint Resolu­
tion 1227, the joint resolution approving 
the agreement on limitation of strategic 
defensive weapons between the United 
States of America and the Soviet Union. 
There are many reasons for my final con­
clusion to oppose this agreement which 
in "all hope" would genuinely provide a 
peaceful atmosphere in which our two 
countries can operate; however, I do not 
believe that either our immediate past 
experience or general conditions around 
the world justify the honest hope that 
this agreement will have any meaning 
should the Soviet Union decide to violate 
it. It is amazing how rapidly we forget, it 
was but 3 months ago that the Soviet 
Union was supplying massive amounts of 
armaments to the Communist North 
Vietnamese who were attacking not only 
the South Vietnamese but also our own 
American forces in South Vietnam. Fur­
ther, on May 25. I introduced into the 
RECORD material from U.S. News & World 
Report which recounted previous agree­
ments which the United States had with 
the Soviet Union and how they have vio­
lated 24 out of 25. I wish to review for 
my colleagues some of the facts from 
that article at this time because I believe 
it is very pertinent to the discussion here 
today. 
SOVIET RECORD IN 25 SUMMIT AGREEMENTS­

HONORED: 1, BROKEN: 24 
In seven summit meetings between a U.S. 

President and a Soviet leader, 25 agreements 
have been reached. The Soviets have violated 
24 of those 25 agreements, according to a 
staff study for the Senate Judiciary Com­
mittee. Here is their record: 

1943. At Teheran, in a meeting with Brit­
ish Prime Minister Winston Churchill and 
.u.s. President Franklin D. Roosevelt, Joseph 
Stalin made four major agreements. Russia 
broke all of them. 

1945. At Yalta, in another wartime Big 
Three meeting, Russia entered into six ma­
'jor agreements, of which ·five were violated. 
The only pledge kept was to enter the war 
against Japan-and that was done only after 
the outcome was decided. 

1945. At Potsdam, where President Harry 
Truman represented U.S. in a summit meet­
ing after Germany's surrender, Stalin made 
14 major agreements. All were broken. 

1955. At Geneva, in a Big Four meeting 
including France, Russia agreed that Ger­
many's reunification problem should be set­
tled by free elections. Moscow later refused 
to permit such elections. 

No hard agreements were reached at the 
last three summit meetings-in 1959 when 
President Dwight Eisenhower met with Nikita 
Khrushchev in Camp David, Md.; in 1961 
when President John F. Kennedy met with 
Khrushchev in Vienna, and in 1967, when 
Premier Alexei Kosygln conferred with Pres­
ident Lyndon B. Johnson in Glassboro, N.J. 

The Russians similarly have jailed to keep 
many other international agreements w ith 
the United States. Examples: 

In World War II, the Soviets promised 
Western allies they were seeking no terri­
torial aggrandizement. But Russia by 1948 
controlled 11 countries-plus East Ger­
many-and 750 million people. 

Russia repeatedly promised the U.S. be­
tween 1942 and 1946 that it would guarantee 
freedom and free elections in Hungary, Bul­
garia, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Rumania. 
All those countries wound up with Commu­
nist dictatorships. 

The Kremlin pledged to repatriate World 
War II prisoners, but instead sent millions 
of them to slave-labor camps. 

Russia gave the U.S. a promise that Korea 
would be free .and independent-then set up 
a Communist government in the northern 
half of the country and masterminded an at­
tempt to invade and conquer the rest of 
Korea. That broken promise cost the lives 
of 33,629 Americans. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister traveled to 
New York in 1946 and repeated a previous 
Kremlin promise that the Danube River 
would be opened to free navigation and trade. 
Today, the lower Danube, behind the Iron 
Curtain, is still a controlled Communist 
waterway. 

The Soviet Union promised the u.S. that 
it would treat Germany as one country after 
World War II-then sealed off its occupation 
zone, turned it into a separate country and 
is now seeking to make Germany's division 
permanent. 

Russia's promise of free travel between 
Berlin and the West has been broken re­
peatedly. Outstanding examples of this were 
the Berlin blockade of 1948-1949 and the 
1961 construction of the Berlin Wall. 

Russia repeatedly assured the U.S. in 1962 
that the arms build-up in Communist Cuba 
was purely defensive in character-then se­
cretly put in offensive missiles aimed at 
the U.S. When this action was met by a 
firm U.S. challenge and naval blockade, Rus­
sia promised to remove the missiles. 

Faced with Russia's long history of break­
ing agreements, the U.S. attempted a tacit 
rather than a formai agreement to halt nu­
clear testing in 1958. In 1961 the Soviets 
broke this understanding and resumed test­
ing. 

In signing a nonproliferation treaty in 
1969, Russia promised to end the nuclear 
arms race and work toward disarmament. 
Instead, Russia accelerated its missile con­
struction, overtook the U.S. and is now chal­
lenging in almost every category of nuclear 
weaponry. 

In 1970 Russia approved of a U.S. cease­
fire plan in the Middle East then helped 
Egypt violate it by moving SA-2 and SA-3 
antiaircraft missiles up to the Suez Canal. 

Other countries, as 'Jl)ell as the U.S., have 
learned by experience that they could not 
rely on agreements with the Kremlin. Ex­
amples: 

In joining the League of Nations in 1934, 
Russia pledged not to resort to war. In 1939, 
Russia was expelled from the League for 
acts of aggression, including the invasion of 
Poland and Finland-both countries with 
which Moscow had signed treaties of non­
aggression. 

In violation o: nonaggression pacts, Russia 
invaded Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 
1940 and incorporated them into the Soviet 
Union. 

My colleague from Tilinois, Mr. PuciN­
SKI, has pointed out that it is the Gen­
eral Secretary of the Communist Party 
who has signed this agreement and not 
the signature of the Premier of the 
United Soviet Socialist Republic. There­
fore, a sudden change in the Communist 
Party leadership would give the Soviet 

Communists the excuse that the agree­
ment was somehow jeopardized. It is not 
easy to raise some of these points of hon­
est concern, but I cannot bring myself 
to believe that this agreement will have 
any more merit than those of the past 
which I have reviewed. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, as 
one who is firmly convinced that fw'ther 
development of offe~sive armamer1ts by 
the two great nuclear powers of the 
world would not advance the cause of 
world peace, I rise in support of House 
Joint Resolution 1227. 

First, I would like to commend the 
members of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs and its distinguished chairman, 
the. gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
MORGAN), for reporting to the House a 
bill which, stripped of verbiage, sets forth 
the congressional mandate to the Chief 
Executive in clear and concise language. 

Although a great nuclear power, the 
United States nevertheless is ·strongly 
committed to seek world peace as an af­
firmative goal. This Nation's history and 
institutions do not permit the pursuance 
of any other course. Believing, therefore, 
that the interim agreement between the 
United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics on certain 
measures with respect to the limitation 
of strategic offensive arms would ad­
vance the cause of world peace, I urge 
support of the measure now before this 
body. The proposed legislation very sim­
ply states that the Congress approves 
and authorizes the President to accept 
the interim agreement on behalf of the 
United States. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues may 
have different reasons for supporting the 
interim agreement, and certainly among 
reasonable lawmakers the reasons for 
supporting that agreement may differ. 
However, whatever may be the basis 
from which that support springs, it 
should not, either in whole or in part 
involve fear-fear of being releg·ated t~ 
the No. 2 position in the offensive stra­
tegic nuclear weapons race and, perhaps, 
fear of fear itself. 

Maximum effectiveness in achieving 
the result to which the interim agree­
ment merely points the way, can only 
come from a responsible recognition by 
the United States and the Soviet Union, 
a-s well as by other nations, that the 
overriding consideration in further ses­
sions at the bargaining table is the foster­
ing of world peace. It is only then that 
an agreement limiting offensive strategic 
systems will have any real meaning. 

Mr. Chairman, for the reasons I have 
stated, I urge the passage of House Joint 
Resolution 1227. 

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Chairman, I lise 
in support of the resolution approving 
the acceptance by the President for the 
United States of the interim agreement 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union on offensive weapons limitations. 

The SALT I agreements were formal­
ized in Moscow this spring. They consist 
of a treaty limiting anti-ballistic-missile 
systems and an interim agreement in­
tended to freeze strategic offensive mis­
sile forces for a period of 5 years pend­
ing further negotiations. Today the 
House of Representatives is concerned 
only with the interim agreement. 
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Signed by President Nixon last May, 

the agreement holds forth real promise 
that global tension and suspicion can be 
curbed. After careful study of public 
opinion from my own_ constituency and 
of the wealth of strategic and scientific 
information brought together by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and after 
careful comparison of the effects of the 
agreement upon U.S. strategic planning 
and Soviet strategic planning, I am con­
vinced that the approval of the agree­
ment is in the overall best interests of 
the Nation. 

My decision has not come quickly. 
Public sentiment on this question seems 
to be just about evenly split among the 
voters of my northwest Texas district. 
The focus of concern for those who have 
expressed their doubts to me has been 
that such an agreement might com­
promise our defense posture. Having re­
viewed the assurances of the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of State, and 
the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency in this regard, I am confident 
that not only will the security interests 
of the United States continue to be ade­
quately attended, but they will be im­
proved by Soviet compliance with the 
agreement. Technical inspection proce­
dures have been agreed upon and Con­
gress has received the assurances of our 
intelligence officials that they are satis­
factory. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Admiral Moorer, has informed the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs that with­
out an agreement such as this one, a 
large-scale Soviet exp·ansion of its stra­
tegic forces-already underway-would 
have continued undaunted. Admiral 
Moorer testified that the momentum of 
the Soviet arms buildup would have 
pushed their capabilities far beyond our 
planned levels before the end of this 
decade. Thus, the approval of this agree­
ment will, in the words of the ·committee, 
place limitations on current Soviet of­
fensive programs, but not current U.S. 
programs. 

The agreement and the SALT II talks 
which it makes possible were conceived 
more than a decade ago. Three adminis­
trations have carefully nurtured the 
course of negotiations to this point. I 
think there is much which can be gained 
from a permanent agreement-the ob­
jectives of the SALT II meetings sched­
uled to commence in October. To throw 
out this interim agreement which we 
have in front of us today could very well 
jeopardize strong gains which we will be 
able to bargain for in those talks. 

The record should, and I think clearly 
will show that the agreement received the 
closely scrutinized and pragmatic sup­
port of the American people. Certainly 
no one in this Chamber considers the 
agreement sacrosanct as an end in itself. 
Actually, it is no more than a lattice­
work supporting a platform upon which 
negotiating efforts will be made to carve 
out a permanent agreement. 

Hence, at this welcome pause in the 
long arms race, this country should be 
resting with one eye open. My support 
for this resolution comes only with the 
assurance that this will be the case. 

It is absolutely essential to accompany 
our approval of this agreement with a 

strong resolve to maintain a positive 
strategic stance. Far more turns on 
American strength than international 
pride. Millions of our world neighbors lit­
erally depend upon the strength of our 
posture. In today's times of volatile and 
tenuous global relations, our position 
must continue to be firm in the eyes of 
the world. 

This will not only enhance our bat .. 
gaining position at the future SALT 
talks, but it will continue to lend criti­
cally needed stability to an unsettled in­
ternational setting. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of House Joint Resolution 
1227. Today, as on many past occasions, 
I registered my wholehearted approval 
of the SALT agreements. I feel that the 
results of the summit meeting in Moscow 
are worthy of great praise. The Presi­
dent's efforts in May of this year culmi­
nated the careful negotiations of 2% 
years and mark the beginning of what 
will hopefully become a new era in the 
foreign relations of this country. These 
accords are perhaps the most significant 
accomplishment of this administration 
and indeed may be referred to as an his­
toric achievement, for the establishment 
of a relationship with the Soviet Union 
based on mutual trust and confidence is 
an important step toward the day when 
all men can live in peace. 

The limitation of strategic offensive 
arms, which this joint resolution would 
approve, shows that both the United 
States and Soviet Union are aware of 
the increasing threat of a nuclear con­
frontation and of the pressing need for 
greater international cooperation in or­
der to avert such a catastrophic event. 
Both nations have recognized the over­
all parity of their nuclear forces and 
have, in effect, agreed to establish a 
strategic policy of mutual deterrence. 
Most importantly, these talks have laid 
the groundwork for further discussion 
and are a foundation on which to build 
more stable United States-Soviet rela­
tions. The fact that these two great na­
tions were able to agree on these mat­
ters is an encouraging sign, pointing the 
way to the establishment of an atmos­
phere of greater trust. 

There is, however, a relevant matter 
which is of great concern to me. Although 
not dealt with in this particular legisla­
tion, this is something which has great 
bearing on how effective these agree­
ments will be. The matter to which I re­
fer, Mr. Chairman, is the proposed in­
crease in military expenditures that is 
being requested as a result of these very 
accords. 

Frankly, I find it very perplexing that 
even before the Congress has had the 
opportunity to consider these arms lim­
itations measures, the Defense Depart­
ment has come before us asking for addi­
tional funds. There is absolutely no valid 
reason why these moneys should be ap­
propriated, for, as the Senate Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations reported from 
hearings on a joint resolution similar to 
the one before us now, "expert witnesses 
were generally . agreed that the United 
States has enough deliverable warheads 
in the various delivery systems to assure 
that u.s: strategic forces can destroy the 

Soviet Union or any other nation 
many times over. Variations in strengths 
merely affect overkill, not the ability to 
kill." 

In this same vein, Dr. Stanley Hoff­
man, professor of government and man­
agement of the Center for International 
Affairs at Harvard University, sees the 
arms race as an exercise in futility, 
"which merely condemns the two racers 
to keep running faster just in order to 
remain in place" and that "always leaves 
the two runners at the end of each phase 
in the same mutual relation but on a 
higher plateau of financial depletion and 
human absurdity." So, as many knowl­
edgeable persons have testified, it is cer­
tain that the granting of the fur.ds 
would serve no good purpose. 

I fear, in addition, that this accelerated 
spending would have adverse effects on 
recent accomplishments, jeopardize 
changes for further meaningful negotia­
tions, and would generally be an unwise 
action for this country to take. To in­
crease defense spending at this time 
would be a hypocritical action with in­
jurious ramifications, demonstrating to 
the Soviets, Americans, and to people all 
over the world a policy of hostility and 
distrust. We must, therefore, show good 
faith in the interim agreement, for as the 
aforementioned Senate committee report 
asserts: 

Escalation of weapons development at this 
juncture involves a risk that the Soviet Union 
will be incited into endeavors it might not 
otherwise undertake. It would be ironic in­
deed if what is purportedly an agreement on 
arms limitation might become a spur to fur­
ther arms buildups. 

Dr. Marvin L. Goldberger, chairman of 
Princeton University's Physics Depart­
ment, asserted in testimony to the Senate 
committee: 

There is no reason for accelerating any of­
fensive weapons programs at this time. In­
stead, if the agreements are to have any real 
value, then many proposed programs should 
be cut back. 

It is clear that the effects of this add­
on spending can only be a hinderance to 
progress already made. 

Another factor to be considered in de­
ciding about the appropriation of the 
Defense Department's request for an ex­
tra $110 million is public opinion within 
our own country. As I have pointed out, 
there is an inherent contradiction in 
reaching an accord on arms limitations 
on one hand and building up arms with 
more of the taxpayers' money on the 
other. I feel that Americans have a right 
to be upset with this kind of reasoning 
that links arms control and more spend­
ing together. I believe there is an in­
creasing disenchantment and skepticism 
in our Nation and this spending would 
add to these feelings and therefore is ill 
advised. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would 
like to reiterate my complete approval 
of this joint resolution and of the SALT 
agreements. However, I do not want my 
vote to be interpreted as in any way 
supporting the Defense Department's 
request for additional funds after SALT. 
This would only work against the meas­
ures taken to date and would render in­
effective House Joint Resolution 1227 and 
our other accords with the Soviet Union. 
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At this point I include in the RECORD 
an article by Chalmers M. Roberts which 
appeared in the Washington Post on 
August 16, 1972. I think it explains very 
well the reasons for which I oppose post­
SALT increased defense spending. The 
article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 16, 1972] 
BACKWARD OF FORWARD? PROMISE OF SALT: 

WHAT'S HAPPENING? 

(By Chalmers M. Roberts) 
Less than three months ago Richard Nixon 

and Leonid Brezhnev signed their names to 
"basic principles of relations" between the 
two superpowers, a sort of codification of the 
President's pledge that the United States 
would move from "an era of confrontation" 
to an "era of negotiation." The Nixon-Brezh­
nev "principles" included a statement that 
•'differences in ideology and in the social 
systems" are not a bar to normal relation­
ships, that both nations "will always exercise 
restraint in their mutual relations" and that 
both recognize they should eschew "efforts to 
obtain unilateral advantage at the expense 
of the other, directly or indirectly." 

Three days earlier the two leaders had 
signed the strategic arms limitation (SALT) 
agreements. In assessing the Soviet-American 
atmosphere at the end of the Moscow sum­
mitry Henry Kissinger remarked that "I 
think trust has developed but not the point 
that it could survive a major challenge that 
one side would put to the other that affects 
its own estimate of its vital interests.'' 

It is against this background, it seems to 
me, that one should assess the Jackson 
amendment to one of the two SALT pacts, 
that limiting offensive weapons. The fate of 
the amendment is far less important that 
what the discussion of it disclosed about the 
post-summit attitudes in Washington. The 
same is true of the related new, more ac­
curate and more powerful American missile 
warheads that the administration has re­
quested. Like a summer lightening storm 
the discussion suddenly illuminated the 
landscape in this capital, both in the Senate 
and in the White House and elsewhere in the 
executive branch. 

"Confrontation" and "negotiation" are 
not, of course, mutually exclusiv~ and that 
is just as true in Moscow as in Washington. 
Mr. Nixon last July 27 said that "the decision 
with regard to the SALT agreements involved 
a fight between the hawks and doves" ill his 
own administration. On July 15 Kissinger re­
marked at a congressional briefing that dur­
ing the SALT negotiations "we were acutely 
conscious of the contradictory tendencies at 
work in Soviet policy"-in other words, the 
hawk-dove problem in the Kremlin. 

In asking both for congressional approval 
of the two SALT pacts and for money for the 
Trident submarine and B-1 bomber programs 
the President said Brezhnev and his col­
leagues "made it absolutely clear that they 
are going forward with defense programs in 
the offensive area which are not limited by 
these agreements." Soviet sources in a posi­
tion to know about those conversations, how­
ever, contend that Mr. Nixon's version 
stretched Brezhnev's remarks for his own 
purposes. But American sources, equally in 
the know, contend Brezhnev left no doubt 
about what Mr. Nixon said he said. Jackson 
commented that he was "disturbed by the re­
port of the President" nn Brezhnev's remarks. 

What the Jackson amendment affair plus 
the revelation of the new missile warhead 
program demonstrates is the limited mean­
ing being applied by the Nixon Administra­
tion to the Moscow "basic principles of rev­
elations" and that we can expect to see a 
lot more "confrontation" along with future 
"negotiation." Indeed, the "trust" about 
which Kissinger ~poke seems close to non­
existent. 

Jackson made his own motivation clear 
enough. He considered the offensive weap­
ons agreement put the United States at a 
disadvantage and he used the amendment 
device to lock the administration into a 
SALT n posture of accepting nothing less 
than what he termed "a restoration of 
parity." The gloss he supplied on what con­
stitutes "parity" made it clear he meant 
what those Americans who negotiated the 
agreements and many others consider old 
fashioned "superiority." What Jackson could 
not do by direction-defeat the agreement 
in the Senate-he sought to do by indirec­
tion-tie the administration's hand::; in the 
negotiations ahead that are designed to turn 
the five year agreement into a permanent 
treaty. 

The Kremlin reaction to all this is unclear 
but not difficult to imagine. Quite probably 
the Moscow hawks have gained a point in 
their continuing suspicion of arms agree­
ments with the United States. Whatever 
chance there was for both Washington and 
Moscow to exercise mutual restraint by not 
doing what they legally could do within 
terms of the SALT pacts has been dimin­
ished. 

The history of the action-reaction phenom­
enon in the Soviet-American arms race 
clearly indicates that the dominant pressure 
in both capitals is to build those arms not 
forbidden by agreement out of fear that 
the other side will do so to its own advan .. 
tage. 

The tragedy is that the long history of 
the Cold War, of Soviet-American ideo­
logical differences on top of clashes of na­
tional interest, makes mutual restraint ex­
ceedingly difficult to achieve. As Jerome H. 
Kahan of the Brookings Institution put it 
to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
on June 28: "In theory, both nations ought to 
exercise unilateral restraint and pursue pure­
ly stabilizing strategic policies. But experi­
ence shows that neither nation has taken 
such initiatives." 

The promise of SALT was more than just 
the important limitations for the first tjx}e 
on both offensive and defensive strategic 
weapons. The hope of Mr. Nixon's Moscow 
visit, in Kissinger's words, was that it would 
"mark the transformation from a period 
of rather rigid hostility to one in which, 
without any illusions about the differences 
in social systems, we would try to behave 
with restraint and with a maximum of crero.. 
tivity in bringing about a greater degree of 
stability and peace." Hence the language of 
the "basic principles" signed in Moscow. 
Hence Mr. Nixon's remark in his address to 
Congress that his Moscow and Peking trips 
had done away with "the kind of bondage" 
of which George Washington had said: "The 
nation which indulges toward another in 
habitual hatred is a slave to its own ani­
mosity." 

In this larger context both the Jackson 
amendment and the new missile warhead 
program represent backward, not forward, 
steps. 

~r. ANDERSON of illinois. Mr. Chair­
man, I am proud to lend my support to 
House Joint Resolution 1227 which would 
give congressional approval to the 5-year 
interim agreement with the Soviet Union 
on the limitation of offensive strategic 
weapons. This is truly an historic mo­
ment, not only for the Congress, but for 
the conntry and the world as the two 
great nuclear powers move toward halt­
ing the strategic arms race. The defen­
sive treaty ratified by the other body, 
coupled with this interim offensive mis­
sile agreement, culminate 2¥2 years of 
intensive bargaining at the SALT talks 
and give tangible evidence that we are 
indeed, in the words of President 'Nixon, 

moving from an era of confrontation to 
an era of negotiation. It is my fervent 
hope and prayer that this spirit and 
momentum will be carried forward into 
the second round of SALT talks as we 
endeavor to forge a permanent treaty 
for the limitation of offensive weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take special 
note of a reference on page 2 of the com­
mittee report to the ongoing briefings 
and consultations the committee had 
with our SALT negotiating team while 
the talks were in process. The report goes 
on, and I quote: 

The wlllingness of the Executive to be 
candid about the U.S. negotiating position 
and developments at SALT, together with the 
unblemished record of the Congress in keep­
ing confidential the sensitive information 
imparted to it, have established a model of 
executive-legislative cooperation which might 
well be emulated in other areas related to 
national strategic policy. 

1\!r. Chairman, as a member of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, I 
would simply want to second those words 
of praise for the frequent and informa­
tive briefings we received both during the 
talks and subsequent to the signing of 
the treaty and agreements in Moscow. 
I would agree that this approach should 
serve as a model for future policy in re­
lated areas of national security policy, 
and this is what we had in mind in pass­
ing the war powers bill just last Monday. 

In addition, let me say that as a result 
of those comprehensive briefings, I was 
able to develop a full appreciation and 
understanding of the issues involved and 
any fears I might have had about a po­
tential strategic imbalance which might 
result from the treaty and agreement 
were completely allayed. 

As this point in the RECORD, Mr. Chair­
man, I would like to include several arti­
cles on the SALT agreement and treaty 
including an editorial from the August 7 
New York Times, an article by Alton 
Frye from the June 18 Sunday Star, an 
article by Chalmers Roberts from the 
August 17 Washington Post, and an ex­
cellent memo from my colleague from 
California <Mr. HosMER) to the Repub­
lican Task Force on Nuclear Affairs: 

JACKSON'S SALT PLOY 
It is a truism of politics as well as eco­

nomics that events are determined "on the 
margin." Possessors of the last few votes 
needed to pass a law or win an election often 
can determine the policy for the majority. 
But the price the Administration has been 
paying to its conservative supporters for 
acceptance of the historic strategic arnis 
limitation (SALT I) agreements with Russia 
evidently is beginning to seem excessive even · 
to the election-minded White House itself. 
The over-hasty Administration support given 
to reservations in a resolution proposed by 
Senator Henry Jackson reportedly is being 
reconsidered. It has to be seen whether com­
promise language really can be found that 
does not undermine the SALT I pacts and, 
even more, the prospects for mutual reduc­
tions of nuclear weapons in SALT II. 

The essential cornerstone for strat egic 
arms limitation, the treaty restricting de­
fensive antiballistic missiles (ABM's) to 200 
on each side, already has been approved 
88 to 2 by the Senate. It halts the offensive­
defense race in weaponry and makes it feas­
ible not only to limit but ultimately to re­
duce strategic offensive forces, only some of 
which are to be temporarily restricted now. 

The preliminary five-year agreement limit-
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tng numbers of ICBM's and submarine mis­
siles could make a useful contribution to 
arms control, even though it permits some 
further increases in offensive missile f.:>rces 
and has failed to head off Pentagon efforts 
to accelerate nonrestricted strategic weap­
ons programs, such as the long-range Trident 
missile submarine and the B-1 bomber. But 
the Jackson resolution as it now stands, 
makes it questionable whether that interim 
agreement is worth having at all. 

The first major reservation in the Jackson 
resolution would warn the Soviet Union 
against taking steps to endanger American 
strategic deterrent forces, saying such steps 
would be grounds for abrogating the treaty. 
But this reservation already is covered by 
the standard escape clause in the interim 
offensive missile agreement. The United 
states can abrogate that agreement at any 
time if new weapons developments actually 
endanger American security. There is no 
need to specify as one such development So­
viet deployment of MIRV multiple warheads 
on its giant SS-9 missiles-a development 
that the United States itself has made in­
evitable by inventing and deploying MIRV's 
and refusing to make realistic proposals for 
a mutual MIRV ban. If Soviet MIRV's one 
day should endanger the American Minute­
man force-and the Administration has in­
sisted that they could not do so within the 
life of the five-year interim agreement-­
better countermeasures are possible than 
abandonment of arms control. Invulnerable 
sea-based missiles and airborne bombers 
would continue effectively to deter a Soviet 
first strike. 

The second reservation in the Jackson 
resolution is not only unnecessary but de­
structive. It would call for the United States 
in SALT II to seek numerical limits on So­
viet and American strategic offensive weap­
ons. It is destructive because it challenges 
Administration assurances to Congress that 
parity of strength is provided by the asym­
metrical interim agreement, which gives the 
Soviet Union an edge in missile numbers to 
compensate for British and French missiles 
as well as for American geographic advan­
tages and an American edge in warheads 
and missile quality. It would also call on 
American negotiators in SALT II to seek 
treaty terms the Soviet Union has shown it­
self unwilling to accept on the valid grounds 
that these terms would condemn Russia to 
inferiority. 

There is no doubt that, to the layman, 
the numerical edge in the interim offensive 
pact appears to give the Soviet Union an 
advantage, although the Pentagon and its 
supporters know that this is not so. Presi­
dent Nixon showed political courage in 
agreeing to the Moscow terms. To under­
mine this achievement and further arms 
control prospects by concessions to Mr. Jack­
son and the military-industrial complex 
would be the height of folly. 

SALT: THE ACCORD DESERVES OuR SUPPORT 
(By Alton Frye) 

Cynics say it is a typical American failing 
to know the price of everything and the value 
of nothing. This human frailty is serious 
enough in the routine exchanges of everyday 
life. In the great transactions of interna­
tional politics, the tendency can be fatal to 
the most enlightened and essential under­
takings. 

The point comes to mind because of the 
surprising reaction in some quarters to the 
historic Nixon-Brezhnev agreements to limit 
strategic arms. The general enthusiasm for 
this momentous breakthrough in the Stra­
tegic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) has been 
tempered not only by grum-blings on the far 
right but by the disturbing response of a few 
respected commentators and congressmen. 

Crosby Noyes alleges in The Star that the 
agreements give Russia nuclear "superiority 

on a silver platter." Seeking to ward off un­
justified euphoria, The Wall Street Journal 
wonders whether the accords should be ap­
proved "anytime during a presidential cam­
paign." Paul Warnke terms the agreement to 
limit offensive weapons "slightly worse than 
none at all," although he warmly endorses 
the ABM treaty. Sen. Henry Jackson, 
D-Wash., reserves his final judgment on the 
understandings, but blasts the "comic opera" 
procedures in Moscow and charges that the 
agreements give the Soviets "more of every­
thing." 

These are thoughtful and knowledgeable 
observers. Their opinions will carry weight 
with many of their fellow citizens. But close 
analysis reveals that the hasty critiques of 
the SALT agreements share a common fault: 
They are preoccupied with short-term bal­
ances which are totally inadequate to meas­
ure the long-term investment in mutual se­
curity which the United States and the Soviet 
Union have now made. And even in gauging 
the short-term balances, they badly misread 
the ledger written in Moscow. In effect the 
early criticisms of the Moscow summit over­
state the price and understate the value of 
what was done there. Let us see why this is 
sO. 

THE CONTEXT OF SALT I 

In 1970 the Senate urged President Nixon 
to make a freeze on further deployment of 
strategic weapons the first priority of the 
SALT negotiations. While a freeze then 
would have set somewhat lower and more 
advantageous ceilings, the Moscow agree­
ments contain a reasonable approximation 
of this objective-which was recommended 
by an overwhelming majority of senators. 

The proposed treaty limits anti-ballistic 
missile deployment to no more than two 
sites with a maximum of 100 defensive mis­
siles each, a force totally insufficient to 
weaken the credibility of either side's capac­
ity to retaliate and hence to deter war. The 
interim agreement on offensive weapons halts 
ICBM deployments at the existing levels 
(about 1,618 on the Soviet side and 1,054 on 
the American) and limits modern subma­
rine-launched missiles (SLBMs) to those 
now operational and under construction (710 
on the Soviet side and 656 on the American) . 

Unnecessary confusion has grown out of 
the provision permitting conversion of some 
land-based missiles into sea-based weapons; 
briefly put, the Soviet Union can build to a 
total of 950 missiles on submarines but only 
if it phases out 240 launchers already de­
ployed, i.e., if it actually reduces its land­
based force to 1,400 missiles or so. 

In sum, the ceilings provided in the in­
terim agreement would permit the Soviets to 
deploy up to 2,350 long-range missiles on 
land and sea, compared with a total of 1710 
for the United States. It is the starkness of 
this numerical contrast which suggests, at 
first glance, that the United States accepted 
less equitable terms than it should have 
demanded. 

But these gross figures do not reflect the 
crucial dimensions of the strategic bargain 
struck at SALT. Imbedded in that bargain 
are other commitments and detailed re­
straints which leave little doubt that the 
outcome of SALT is a decisive turn toward 
greater security. It is remarkable how far 
these understandings go toward fulfilling the 
U.S. conceptions of the requirements of stra­
tegic stability. 

The United States sought explicit confir­
mation that mutual deterrence would be the 
basis for erecting a stable balance. The So­
viets agreed. By curtailing ABM deployment, 
both sides have ratified the principle that 
mutual deterrence depends on mutual vul­
nerability. They may not welcome the con­
dition of reciprocal terror, but they recog­
nize the fact and acknowledge that neither 
has yet conceived a safe way to alter it. 

The United States sought explicit accept-

ance of the de facto "open skies" arrange­
ments, through which satellites keep each 
side appraised of the other's strategic inven­
tory and innovations. The Soviets agreed. By 
committing themselves to avoid interference 
with observation satellites and other verifi­
cation techniques, and by foregoing delib­
erate measures to conceal strategic capa­
bilities from observation, the two countries 
have installed a necessary building block for 
confident progress on more substantial arms 
arrangements. 

The United States sought to test Russian 
. acceptance of the principle of mutual deter­
rence by demanding that the overall freeze 
include a firm limit on the gigantic SS-9 
class missile, weapons which have perplexed 
U.S. planners because of their potential ca­
pacity to destroy American missile silos. The 
Soviets agreed. The interim agreement sup­
·presses the number of supersize boosters to 
around 300, a level well bJ:llow the danger 
point calculated by the Department of De­
fense. 

The United States insisted that the freeze 
cover ballistic missile submarines, since the 
Soviet Union has been building such sys­
tems at a rapid clip (eight or nine a year) 
while the United States in the next five years 
will add no subs to the 41 it now has in serv­
ice. In a decision critical to the success of 
the negotiation,-the Soviets agreed. Without 
such a limit, the present building rate would 
have given the Soviets more than 80 missile­
launching submarines by 1977, just as their 
present pace of ICBM construction would 
have produced by that year a land-based 
force alone in excess of 2,800 missiles: 

The blunt truth is that no U.S. effort, even 
on a crash basis, could have matched this 
Soviet rate, launcher for launcher and boat 
for boat, during the five years governed by 
the interim agreement. The interruption of 
the massive Soviet building program is a 
stupendous gain to American security and 
international stability. 

Any genuine negotiation must produce 
movement toward accommodation by both 
parties. One can only gain a distorted picture 
of the process by focusing exclusively on the 
concessions made by one side. Yet some com­
mentators have done precisely that, implying 
that the United States has been too eager in 
conceding presumed advantages to the So­
viets. As a partial corrective, pne ought to 
understand the numerous and substantial 
concessions made by Moscow in its deter­
mination to promote a mutually acceptable 
balance. 

The foremost issue on which the Soviet 
Union yielded is one which casts an utterly 
different light on the gross balance in 
ICBMs and Strategic Land-Based Missiles. At 
the outset the Russians had insisted with 
considerable justification that a fair defini­
tion of "strategic weapons" would include all 
systems capable of delivering a nuclear at­
tack on the homeland of the other party. In 
order to facilitate a preliminary understand­
ing they reluctantly agreed to treat only 
long-range missiles, excluding not only the 
U.S. strategic bomber fleet of about 460 
planes· but also the enormous number of 
forward-based systems maintained by the 
United States in Europe and on aircraft 
carriers. 

These latter types of weapons are unique 
to the United States, in. the sense that Mos­
cow has no true carriers and no forward 
bases from which to mount a strike on this 
country with tactical fighter-bombers. 

What this means is that the Soviets have 
granted the Americans at least for the short 
run, more than 2,000 additioncl aircraft 
capable of devastating all of the Soviet Union 
west of the Ural Mountains. Furthermore, the 
U.S. B-52s are being modernized with the 
Short-Range Attack Missile (SRAM) which 
will vastly increase the lethality of the force; 
each plane can carry 24 such missiles. And, 
expensive though they are, the B-52s have 
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demonstrated over Haiphong in recent days 
that they can survive and function in the 
densest anti-aircraft environment yet tested 
in comba·t. 

Those who are tempted to toss off the sig­
nificance of the Soviet concession on this 
point should ask themselves how we would 
view an understanding which left the Rus­
sians with a free and unrestricted ride on 
more than two thousand delivery vehicles, 
each one of which is quite capable of de­
molishing any city in the United States. Had 
the Soviets been adamant in demanding im­
mediate limits on forward-based systems­
which play a dual conventional-nuclear role 
in the NATO posture-SALT could well have 
collapsed. 

Clearly, SALT II and the coming confer­
ences on European security will !face hard 
and complex negotiations on these systems 
and similar Soviet weapons targeted on West­
ern Europe, including particularly the several 
hundred Soviet intermediate- and medium­
range ballistic missiles. 

Another factor is central to evaluating the 
simple numbers of launchers controlled by 
the interim agreement. The superficial Soviet 
advantage in numbers and sizes of missiles 
is paired against a staggering American ad­
vantage in deliverable warheads. Roughly 
described, the Soviets will have a three to one 
lead in "throw-weight" or megatonnage, 
while the United States wm have a three to 
one lead in warheads. 

The ongoing U.S. deployment of Multiple 
Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicles 
(MIRV) on both Minuteman III and Posei­
don missiles is sure to maintain that advan­
tage for the period of the agreement; the 
U.S. warhead inventory may well exceed 
10,000 by 1977. 

Having flight-tested no MIRV system to 
date, the Soviet Union can hardly convert its 
throw-weight advantage into a warhead ad­
vantage during these years. Even if they suc­
cessfully develop MIRV technology, only 
the larger Soviet missiles look promising as 
MffiV platforms, and it is not realistic to 
expect a complete replacement of their exist­
ing missile force with MIRV -capable boosters. 
Judgments may vary, but no one can doubt 
that Soviet acceptance of continued U.S. 
MIRV deployment represents a concession 
of the first magnitude. 

The tough Soviet delegation made other 
adjustments in its original positions, as 
did the American team. The Ulustrations 
here suffice, however, to highlight the fact 
that SALT I began an important learning 
process for both sides and persuaded each 
that its own security required realistic con­
/Sideration of the other's security needs. 
There were no one-sided or disproportionate 
concesssions. 

PRECLUDE TO PARITY 

One can only appraise the achievements 
of SALT I by examining the agenda for SALT 
II, the second phase of the negotiations 
which is expected to begin later this year. 
The true worth of the ABM treaty and the 
five-year missi.e freeze lies in what Presi­
dent Nixon has rightly termed the "uriraral­
leled opportunity" they create. 

Critics may damn the frenetic atmosphere 
surrounding the last hours of diplomatic ac­
tivity, although the issues resolved in those 
final moments were relatively marginal ones 
on which the options had been thoroughly 
explored in advance. Arms control advocates 
may lament the tardiness and scope of the 
strategic freeze. Yet the delay in setting the 
freeze may prove invaluable, because the 
long and methodical diplomacy preceding lt 
has engendered a degree of mutual confi­
dence which is indispensable to further steps 
toward reinforcln strategic stability. SALT I 
has made the cautious decision; the time is 
J~,t hand for bolder action. 

The tight limits on ABM have virtually 
removed the threats to stab111ty which might 

arise from defensive deployments. The press­
ing need now is to curb the instabilities 
which might arise through offensive de­
ployments threatening the survivability of 
either side's deterrent weapons. Ambassador 
Gerard Smith stressed this point on May 9 
when he told the Soviet SALT delegation 
that the follow-on negotiations should seek 
"to constrain and reduce on a long-term 
basis threats to the survivab111ty of our re­
spective strategic retaliatory forces." Both 
countries well understand that, unless prog­
ress is made on this front, the ABM limits 
may not endure. 

Two central threats loom on the offensive 
side of the equation: (1) Highly accurate, 
multiple warhead systems which could de­
stroy land-based ICBM silos, and (2) devel­
opments in anti-submarine warfare (ASW) 
capabllities which might jeopardize the sea­
based forces. 

The logic and the structure of the ABM 
treaty open promising possibilities for cop­
ing with these problems. The prohibition of 
extensive defenses greatly simplifies the de­
terrent problem. No feasible attack could 
destroy all of either side's retaliatory weap­
ons; even a small fraction of survh·ing, 
single-warhead systems would be able to de­
liver unacceptable damage to an attacker. 

Thus, there is no longer any need for the 
United States or the Soviet Union to retain 
the option of MIRVing its boosters, since 
MIRV is superfluous to deterrence in a sit­
uation where there are no defenses to pene­
trate. Indeed, in the new strategic environ­
ment the effect of :MIRV systems is not to 
bolster deterrence by hedging against a 
non-existent ABM system but to weaken it 
by posing a threat to the survivability of 
land-based ICBMs. Thus, in light of the guid­
ing standard of stable deterrence, both sides 
should perceive their common interest in 
seeking a ban on MIRV systems. 

The potential centerpiece of SALT II could 
well be a trade of the U.S. MIRV systems now 
in deployment for a comparable number of 
Soviet missiles, including the gigantic SS-9s 
which have caused such consternation. 
Land-based forces might be phased down 
to 500 single-warhead systems, while the 
U.S. Poseidon fleet could be converted to 
single warhead systems. 

The Soviets have been reticent about en­
tering a MIRV limit until they perfect the 
technology, but skillful diplomats should be 
able to underscore the advantages Moscow 
would reap by foregoing MIRV development 
in return for a suspension of U.S. MIRV pro­
grams before they are fully deployed and 
refined to pinpoint accuracies. The President 
has stressed that U.S. MIRV systems are in­
tended exclusively for retaliatory purposes, 
but the Soviets must realize that unre­
stricted testing in the future may push the 
technology to such precise delivery accura­
cies that even relatively small U.S. warheads 
would jeopardize hardened missile silos. 
That prospect is still some years away, but 
only concerted measures to inhibit MIRV 
testing and deployment can guard against it. 

Each side clearly has a greater interest in 
persuading the other not to deploy MIRV 
than it has in deploying such systems itself? 
So long as the United States persist s in its 
own MIRV deployment, it cannot hope to 
induce the Soviet Union to refrain from 
similar weaponry. There is a powerful case 
for the United States to slow its MIRV pro­
grams and to offer SALT II a chance to devise 
mutual restraints on this provocative and 
unnecessary technology. 

MIRV is the principal qualitat ive innova­
tion which might undermine the quantita­
tive limitations sketched by SALT I. Henry 
Kissinger has intimated that "questions of 
technological change" will be addressed in 
SALT II. The ABM treaty not only facilitates 
such an effort: it offers vital precedents, for 
it specifically establishes a number of quali­
tative limits on defensive systems. Under 

the treaty, development, testing and deploy­
ment of rapid-reload launchers and multi­
ple-interceptor launchers are banned. Sea­
based, air-based, space-based or mobile ABM 
components are ruled out and radars are 
strictly controlled in numbers and charac­
teristics. Test activities are restricted to 
designated ranges and the upgrading of 
anti-aircraft systems is closely regulated. 

All of these controls deal with qualitative 
features of defensive systems. Parallel con­
trols applied to offensive systems and moni­
tored by the highly effective means planned 
for the ABM treaty could provide a strong 
barricade against destabilizing modifications 
of offensive missiles. 

A sensible course would be to limit future 
missile tests to perhaps 10 or 20 a year, and to 
specify that there be no testing at all of mul­
tiple warheads or penetration aids. To con­
vince the Soviet Union that the United 
States actually eliminates its existing MIRV 
boosters should pose no difficulty. Satellites 
could monitor the destruction of Minuteman 
III silos, just as they could the SS- 9 and 
·other complexes. 

In the radically altered setting of joint 
planning for mutual security, it is conceiva­
ble that the two side can agree to more lnti­
·mate inspection to guarantee that Poseidon 
and analogous Soviet missiles are carrying 
only single warheads. The exchange of tech­
nical information and crew training arrange­
ments for the proposed joint space venture 
afford encouragement that the ancient 
shrouds over the advanced technology of 
both sides may now be partially removed. 

Even without local inspection, however, a 
stringent prohibition against testing multi­
ple !,)ayloads could be verified reliably; since 
neither side could maintain MIRV systems 
and crews without frequent operational tests, 
this kind of ban would provide high confi­
dence that neither was retaining such weap­
ons. Elimination of large "MIRV-able" 
boosters would mean that any clandestine 
work on a Soviet MIRV would be futile, since 
there would be no significant force to carry 
such payloads. 

In short, having forestalled the instabili­
ties that might flow from large-scale ABM 
deployment, the two powers could drastically 
reduce the potential instabilities on the of­
fensive side by precluding MIRV systems. 
And such a measure could be enforced 
through precisely the kinds of test con­
straints they are relying on to verify com­
pliance with the ABM limitations. 

ANTISUBMARINE WARFARE 

If limits on MIRV would enhance the sur­
vivability of the land-based deterrent, there 
is comparable value in measures to reduce 
the likelihood that sea-based forces will be­
come vulnerable. This suggests that SALT II 
should give intensive study to controls over 
anti-submarine warfare capabilities. 

A first and urgent goal would be to limit 
the number of hunter-killer submarines and 
other ASW forces to levels consonant with 
the maximum survivability of the SLBM 
fleets. It may be helpful to constrain certain 
undersea surveillance systems, since the in­
vulnerability of the subs hinges directly on 
their ability to evade detection. One impor­
tant possibility would be to carve out size­
able areas of the oceans as SLBM sanctu­
aries in which no ASW forces would normally 
intrude. 

A third major objective of the coming 
phase of arms control discussions ought to 
be a comprehensive ban on nuclear weap­
ons tests. There is growing confidence that 
national means of verification can mon­
itor such an agreement and the administra­
tion is actively considering the proposal. 
By inhibiting further refinement of war­
heads for either offensive or defensive mis­
siles, an end to underground nuclear tests 
could contribute markedly to other ef­
forts to prevent destabilizing break­
throughs. 
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In weighing these and other options 

for SALT II a cardinal rule of systematic 
arms control comes into play. It is extremely 
helpful to have a broad and diverse set 
of reinforcing agreements, the violation of 
any one ~f which would be insufficient to 
destabilize the balance--but quite sufficient 
to indicate that one or the other side was 
acting in bad faith. Conversely, compliance 
with a number of interlocked arrangements 
would testify powerfully to the continued 
dedication of the partners to the common 
interest enshrined in the agreements. 

As the two countries approach SALT II, 
they face a special hazard. Both sides may 
be so busy hedging against possible violation 
of the first accords--by all-out programs to 
modernize their allowable missiles, sub­
marines, and bombers-that they will lose 
sight of the unpr~cedented chance to reduce 
their need for such hedges. 

President Nixon has won some vindication 
for his thesis that he needs on-going strate­
gic programs to gain bargaining leverage in 
the negotiations. But it would be tragic in­
deed if that proposition were taken to war­
rant full-speed ahead on a host of possibly 
superfluous programs. That tragedy can 
only become more likely if the administra­
tion feels compelled to defend the agree­
ments of SALT I by buying off its critics with 
promises of major new weapons. 

The United States certainly will wish to 
continue gradual improvements in its ar­
senal, but SALT I justifies a moderate, not 
an accelerated, pace in this realm. 

From the diplomatic standpoint, it is for­
tunate that the planned modernization ef­
forts take time; for example, the Soviets 
could not reach their potential ceilings on 
SLBM deployment for several years. The U.S. 
Trident SLBM system would not go on sta­
tion until late in the decade and the B-1 
bomber, if approved, is some years away from 
operation. There is ample time to use them 
as bargaining chips, and absolutely no neces­
sity to become wedded to them before diplo­
macy determines whether both sides can 
safely content themselves with lower hedges 
against some hypothetical future attempt to 
upset the equilibrium. 

The imperative task now is to sustain the 
momentum toward a reliable system of mu­
tual security, a momentum which will be 
seriously threatened if either nation embarks 
on the campaign to pacify domestic criticism 
by intensifying the qualitative arms race. 

Nothing Richard Nixon has done speaks so 
well of his judgment and his courage as the 
beginning he has made on strategic arms 
limitation. If SALT II is to fulfill the im­
mense promise of SALT I, the president's 
diplomacy needs--and deserves--the confi­
dence of the Congress and the country. He 
has earned it. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 17, 1972] 
BACKWARD OR FORWARD?-PROMISE OF SALT; 

WHAT'S HAPPENING? 
(By Chalmers M. Roberts) 

Less than three months ago Richard 
Nixon and Leonid Brezhnev signed their 
names to "basic principles of relations" be­
tween the two superpowers, a sort of codi­
fication of the President's pledge that the 
United States would move from "an era of 
confrontation" to an "era of negotiation." 
The Nixon-Brezhnev "principles" included 
a statement that "differences in ideology 
and in the social systems•' are not a bar to 
normal relationships, that both nations "wtll 
always exercise restraint in their mutual 
relations" and that both recognize they 
should eschew "efforts to obtain unilateral 
advantage at the expense of the other, di­
rectly or indirectly." 

Three days earlier the two leaders had 
signed the strategic arms limitation (SALT) 
agreements. In assessing the Soviet-Amer­
ican atmosphere at the end of the Moscow 

summitry Henry Kissinger remarked that "I 
think trust has developed but not the point 
that it could survive a major challenge that 
one side would put to the other that affects 
its own estimate of its vital interests." 

It is against this background, it seems to 
me, that one should assess the Jackson 
amendment to one of the two SALT pacts, 
that limiting offensive weapons. The fate of 
the amendment is far less important that 
what the discussion of it disclosed about 
the post-summit attitudes in Washington. 
The same is true of the related new, more 
accurate and more powerful American mis­
sile warheads that the administration has 
requested. Like a summer lightening storm 
the discussion suddenly illuminated the 
landscape in this capital, both in the Sen­
ate and in the White House and elsewhere 
in the executive branch. 

"Confrontation" and "negotiation" are not, 
of course, mutually exclusive and that is 
just as true in Moscow as in Washington. 
Mr. Nixon last July 27 said that "the deci­
sion with regard to the SALT agreements 
involved a fight between the hawks and 
doves" in his own administration. On July 
15 Kissinger remarked at a congressional 
briefing that during the SALT negotiations 
"we were acutely conscious of the contra­
dictory tendencies at work in Soviet policy"­
in other words, the hawk-dove problem in 
the Kremlin. 

In asking both for congressional approval 
of the SALT pacts and for money for the 
Trident submarine and B-1 bomber pro­
grams the President said Brezhnev and his 
colleagues "made it absolutely clear that 
they are going forward with defense pro­
grams in the offensive area which are not 
limited by these agreements." Soviet sources 
in a position to know about those conversa­
tions, however, contend that Mr. Nixon's 
version stretched Brezhne\T's remarks for his 
own purposes. But American sources, equally 
in the know, contend Brezhnev left no doubt 
about what Mr. Nixon said he said. Jackson 
commented that he was "disturbed by the 
report of the President" on Brezhnev's 
remarks. 

What the Jackson amendment affair plus 
the revelation of the new missile warhead 
program demonstrates is the limited mean­
ing being applied by the Nixon Administra­
tion to the Moscow "basic principles of rev­
elations" and that we can expect to see a lot 
more "confrontation" along with future 
"negotiation." Indeed, the "trust" about 
which Kissinger spoke seems close to non­
existent. 

Jackson made his own motivation clear 
enough. He considered the offensive weapons 
agreement put the United States at a dis­
advantage and he used the amendment de­
vice to lock the administration into a SALT 
II posture of accepting nothing less than 
what he termed "a restoration of parity." The 
gloss he supplied on what constitutes 
"parity" made it clear he meant what those 
Americans who negotiated the agreements 
and many others consider old fashioned 
"superiority." What Jackson could not do by 
direction-defeat the agreement in the Sen­
ate-he sought to do by indirection-tie the 
administration's hands in the negotiations 
ahead that are designed to turn the five year 
agreement into a permanent treaty. 

The Kremlin reaction to all this is unclear 
but not difficult to imagine. Qu'te probably 
the Moscow hawks have ga.i.aed a point in 
their continuing suspicion of arms agree­
ments with the United States. Whatever 
chance there was for hoth Washington and 
Moscow to exercise mutual restraint by 
net doing what they lf~gally could do within 
terms of the SALT pacts has been dimin­
ished. 

The history of the action-reaction phenom­
enon iu the Soviet-American arms race 
clearly indicates that the dominant pressure 
in both capitals is to build those arms not 

forbidden by agreement out of fear that 
the other side wm do so to its own ad­
vantage. 

The tragedy is that the lonf history of 
the Cold War, of Soviet-American jdeological 
differences on top of clashes 01 national in­
t<>rest, makes mutual restraint exceedingly 
dJffi.cult to achieve. As Jerome H. Kahan of 
the Brookings Institution put it to the Sen­
ate Foreign Relations Committee on June 28: 
."In theory, both nations ought to exercise 
unilatera restraint and pursue purely sta­
bilizing strategic policies. But experience 
shl"'WS that neither nation has taken such 
initiative<>.'' 

The promise of SALT was mure than just 
the important limitati'Jns for the first time 
on both offensive .and def~nsive strategic 
weapons. The hope of Mr. Nixon's Moscow 
visit, in Kissinger's words, was that it would 
"mark the transformation from a period of 
rather rigid hostility to one in which, with­
out any illusions about the c!.ti!erences in 
soc:ial systems, we would try to behave with 
restraint and with a maximum ol creativity 
in bringing about a greater degree of stability 
and peace." Hence the language of the "basic 
principles" signed ln Moscow. Hence Mr. 
Nixon's remark in his addres~ to Congress 
that his Moscow and Peking trips had done 
away with "the kind of bondage·• of which 
George Washington had s.aid: "The nation 
which indulges toward another in habitual 
hatred is a slave to its own animosity." 

In this larger context both the Jackson 
amendment and the new !Ilissile warhead 
program represent backward, not forward, 
steps; 

JUNE 6, 1972. 
From: Rep. CRAIG HosMER, Chairman, GOP 

Task Force on Nuclear Affairs. 
To: Members of Congress. 
Subject: SALT-ABM Treaty and Offensive 

Weapons Interim Agreement. 
It is generally conceded that America and 

Russia cannot risk attacking each other be­
cause their nuclear arsenals are sufficient to 
withstand surprise attack and still have 
enough undamaged retaliatory hardware left 
over to pulverize the aggressor. 

President Nixon and Premier Brezhnev be­
lieve it is in the self-interest of their re­
spective countries to perpetuate this condi­
tion of mutual deterrence based on nuclear 
sufficiency. The proposed SALT Treaty limit­
ing defensive antiballistic missile systems and 
its accompanying interim agreement limiting 
certain offensive weapons was designed for 
this purpose. 

The rationale of the ABM limitation is ob­
vious. Each new ABM built by one side can 
be nullified by the other's new offensive in­
stallation. It is in nobody's security interest 
to spend money for that kind of an arms race 
only to end up poorer, but no safer than be­
fore. 

The logic of allowing the Soviets a lopsided 
number of offensive missiles and submarines 
is obscure if quantity alone is considered. It 
emerges clearly, however, when other fac­
tors relevant to assessing the kill power of 
these two nation's strategic nuclear arsenals 
are taken into account. These include the 
following: 

The actual number of nuclear warheads 
in the U.S. deterrent package considerably 
exceeds those of the Soviets because of our 
many multiple independently guided re­
entry vehicles (MIRVS); 

The greater accuracy of the U.S. warheads 
gives them a proportionately large will ca­
pabtlity. ample for nuclear sufficiency; 

U.S. allies an'd near allies possess substan­
tial strategic deterrent forces which augment 
the Free World's overall deterrent posture; 

The arrangement impose no limitations at 
all on certain U.S. systems contributing to 
our deterrent strength, such as SAC bombers 
and U.S. aircraft based overseas on land and 
on: aircraft carriers; 
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"Sufficiency to deter" is something in the 

mind of the beholder and when one side 
fields a mix of bombers, ICBMs and SLBMs 
with which it is satisfied, the other side 
would need to assume very large and un­
known risks of miscalculation in order to 
assess it as "insufficient"; an'd 

What are inside the strategic systems, how 
good they are now and how they may be 
qualitatively improved are not covered by the 
arrangements, leaving the parties in exactly 
the same circumstances, whatever they are, 
as before. 

Provision for verification by such party's 
own intelligence apparatus involves mtr..imal 
risk, since the arrangements are cast in 
terms of items which reasonably can be 
monitored by satellite photography and 
similar means. 

The foregoing and many additional 
calculation'S undoubtedly influenced Presi­
dent Nixon's determination that the agree­
ments are worthwl:ile and that their terms 
involve neither undue risks to United States 
security nor disproportionate advantage to 
the Soviet Union. 

In making his decision: the President also 
must have totalled the quite large costs of 
the superpowers taking no steps at all 
toward arms control against those involved 
in the limited agreements he made in 
Moscow. No person better kn:ows these costs 
than he and his judgment deserves great 
respect. 

To assure that the arrangements do not 
grow lopsided by the passage of time, Con­
gress must support the President's R&D 
requests for the TRIDENT submarine pro­
gram, the B-1 bomber and other improved 
strategic systems. 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of House Joint Resolution 1227. 
In doing so I am conscious of the ex­
treme seriousness of the subject matter 
included in that resolution. The resolu­
tion gives the approval of this body to an 
interim agreement between the United 
States and the Soviet Union with re­
spect to the limitation of strategic of­
fensive arms. This agreement was 
reached after several years of difficult 
negotiations between ·the two Govern­
ments. 

I well know, as do my colleagues, that 
the American people are intensely de­
voted to the support of any measure 
that will reduce the possibility of a nu­
clear war. At the same time there is an 
understandable uneasiness that any 
agreement made with the Soviet Union 
may be the matter of evasion that will 
only leave us in a more disadvantageous 
position. 

The committee hearings on this res­
olution were most informative. Based 
on the testimony of the witnesses it is 
easy to see that we can get into a 
"numbers" game-who has how many 
of what? Certainly the protracted de­
bate in the other body gives support to 
this approach. 

It is well that we keep in mind a 
few basic points. First, our negotiators 
believe we have ample means of veri­
fication of Soviet compliance. Second, 
while some of the "numbers" may show 
the United States to be lagging, one 
must consider the quality of our weap­
onry and the fact that no limitations 
are placed on strategic bombers. Third, 
this is an interim agreement of 5 years 
duration. During that period it is ex­
pected that the negotiators will continue 
to wrestle with more difficult issues. 

Fourth, as the distinguished chairman of 
our committee has told the House: 

This agreement is a first step toward 
checking the arms race. It enhances the 
security of both sides, while promising re• 
lief from costly weapons programs. 

My support for this agreement is tem­
pered by a realization that the millen­
nium has not arrived. We still have to 
maintain an adequate arsenal of weap­
ons that will assure us a strong strategic 
posture. In this imperfect and often ir­
rational world we have struck the best 
bargain we can at this time. We must be 
as persistent in guarding our own se­
curity as we are in pursuing further ne­
gotiations on this complex problem. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur­
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Repre­
sentatives o: the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That acceptance by 
the President for the United States of the 
aforesaid interim agreement and the asso­
ciated protocol is hereby approved. 
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A 

SUBSTITUTE 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report 
the committee amendment in the nature 
·of a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment in the nature of 

·a substitute: Strike all after the resolving 
clause and insert in lieu thereof the follow­
ing: 
· "That the Congress approves and author­
izes the President to accept on behalf of the 
United States the Interim Agreement Be­
tween the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Cer­
tain Measures With Respect to the Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms and the Protocol 
related thereto, signed .at Moscow on May 26, 
1972, by Richard Nixon, President of the 
United States of America, and Leonid I. 
Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union." 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of wvrds. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to 
ask the chairman of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee a few questions about 
this treaty. Before I do that, I 
think it is worthy to note that it is 
the height of irony that yesterday we 
spent 12 hours in a very crowded Cham­
ber, almost until 2 o'clock this morning, 
debating the question of whether or not 
children shall be bused in this country. 
Yet, today, on perhaps the most im­
portant matter to ever come before this 
Congress, we find only 40 Members on 
the floor, and we are going to spend 
only 1 hour in discussion. If we are wrong 
on this treaty, we may never be around to 
know it. I pray this will not be a nuclear 
Yalta. Apparently a large number of 
people in lllinois are similarly apprehen­
sive about the agreement. A statewide 
survey on how people felt about this 
agreement shows some revealing atti­
tudes. In answer to the question: 

An executive agreement limits U.S. offen­
sive missile capacity to 1,054 Intercontinental 
Ballistic Missiles and 41 missile firing sub­
marines, while Russia shall be permitted to· 
develop her strength to 1,618 ICBM'S and 
42 missile firing submarines. Do you approve? 

So far as I know, this is the only 
survey that I have seen any place on this 
agreement. I have not seen any Harris 
polls or Gallup polls, but with 102 coun­
ties in lllinois responding, 69 percent 
of the people said, "No," and 31 percent 
said, "Yes." The only justification I 
might have to support this agreement is 
beca~e on another question, the last 
questiOn of the survey, I asked: 

Despite any shortcomings, do you believe 
these agreements should be approved by 
Congress as the first step toward nuclear 
arms control? 

Eighty-one percent said, "Yes," and 
18.9 percent said, "No." 

What this indicates to me is that the 
people of Illinois have reflected how 
deeply concerned they are about the 
executive agreement, but still feel that 
we ought to approve it to take that first 
step toward nuclear control. This is an 
understandable attitude and does not 
constitute a contradiction. The people 
do not like the agreement in its present 
form but likewise do not want to im­
pede at least a start toward nuclear 
control. 

It is for this purpose that I rise now. 
I might be persuaded to support the 

agreement but I should like to know first 
Jrom the chairman of this committee 
whether or not if the other body adopts 
the Jackson amendment, which would 
substantially strengthen the executive 
-agreement-and it is my understanding 
that the other body does have the votes 
to do this-what is going to be the 
attitude of the House conferees in ac­
.cepting the Jackson amendment which is 
going to strengthen this agreement? 

I should like to ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, <Mr. MoRGAN), 
what is his position on this? 

.Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I know 
how the gentleman feels about the 
amendment of the Senator from Wash­
ington as set forth in his remarks which 
he inserted in the RECORD the other day. 
It is possible that this amendment would 
strengthen the interim agreement. 

If the House passes the resolution 
which is now before us in the form 
recommended by the Committee on For­
eign Affairs, it would be my duty as 
chairman of the House conferees to 
defend the position of the House. 

I would be amenable, if the other body 
passes the Jackson amendment, to con­
sider a compromise if we feel that it will 
strengthen the position of the United 
States in our future negotiations with 
the Russians. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman I had 
intended to offer the Jackson ~mend­
ment here, and I believe our colleague~ 
from New York has similar ideas, but at 
the request of the Senator who is lead­
in_g this fight in the other body, we will 
withhold here, with the assurance from 
the chairman of our conferees that in­
deed if this amendment is agreed to in 
the other body to strengthen the entire 
executive agreement, the House will ac­
cept this amendment. 

Of course, we will at that time have a 
vote on the conference report. 

Mr. MORGAN. Of course, we cannot 
do that. The gentleman knows that we 
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cannot co~it ourselves to language 
that has not yet passed the Senate. I 
have to consider the fact that many 
Members of this House feel differently 
than the gentleman from Dlinols, and 
feel that the amendment of the Senator 
from Washington does not strengthen 
the agreement. Of course, we will be 
bound by the way the resolution comes 
out .of the Committee of the Whole here 
today. I cannot give you any assurance 
that this House is going to accept an 
amendment that is now pending in the 
other body. 

As the Members know it is possible 
that the first vote in the other body may 
be on a motion to table the Jackson 
amendment. The gentleman cannot be 
sure that the amendment is going to be 
adopted in the other body. I would rather 
wait until we pass the House bill and 
then make my decision as to the PQsition 
to take when we go to conference. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I certainly hope the 
House will adopt in its final form the 
amendment suggested by Senator JAcK­
soN because, as has been quite properly 
pointed out by the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. STRATTON), there are a great 
many loopholes in this amendment. 

I believe those of us who insist on 
strengthening the agreement do so from 
our experience in dealing with the Com­
munists and their deception. 

I am willing to vote for the agreement 
now but reserve the right to vote against 
the conference report if the Jackson 
amendment is not included in the final 
bill. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to reiterate 
a couple of points with respect to some 
of the loopholes that exist in this agree­
ment that I referred to, briefly, a moment 
ago. The most obvious danger, of course, 
is that with the Soviet Union having 
1,643 ICBM missiles to our 1,054, they 
could conceivably in the next 5 years 
MIRV those missiles and, then, with the 
greater throw-weight of their individual 
missiles compared to ours, they would 
have at hand a very much greater num­
ber of more powerful warheads that could 
knock out our own deterrent missiles 
right in their silos. 

One of the things the Jackson amend­
ment says is that anything that occurs 
during this 5 years that threatens the 
credibility of our deterrent forces could 
be a reason for breaking the agreement. 
Do we not have to be alert to this pos­
sibility as a matter of just plain common­
sense? 

The Soviets also have a substantial 
number of cruise missile submarines and 
we do not have any. What is serious 
about this? Well, the cruise missile has 
a nuclear warhead. It has a range of 
only 300 miles but that still brings its 
destructive power within range of al­
most every major city on the east coast, 
the gulf coast, and the west coast. The 
missile could come in at a fast speed, 
and at low altitude, below the radar, and 
it could destroy Washington, New York, 
or even New Orleans before we knew 
much about it. 

Those cruise missile submarines are 
not even in the agreement and it is a 

serious error and something we must be 
concerned about. And I am also worried 
about the ambiguities, and this is a mat­
ter which the Armed Services Commit­
tee had an opportunity to explore at 
some length with Ambassador Gerard 
Smith and with Mr. Nitze. As I said 
earlier, the printed agreement actually 
deals with numbers .of missile lannchers, 
not the missiles themselves. The things 
that are controlled under the agreement 
are the numbers of missile lannchers each 
side has, not the number of missiles we 
put in these silos. 

Also it is agreed there cannot be any 
substantial increase in the size of these 
missile lannchers, because, of course, a 
bigger launcher can fire a bigger, more 
destructive missile. Now what do they 
say is a "substantial" increase? They 
say 10 percent to 15 percent. That sounds 
simple enough, but the important thing 
on the missile launcher is the volume, 
and that is 71r times the depth of the 
silo. In ,,ther words, the radius and di­
ameter of the missile launcher are what 
determine the volume. And if just one of 
those dimensions is increased by 15 per­
cent, the volume goes up by 32 percent, 
a one-third increase. 

But if Members will read the text 
carefully, it says we cannot increase the 
"dimensions" by more than 10 to 15 per­
cent. So, suppose we were to increase 
both the radius by 15 percent and the 
depth by 15 percent. Do Members know 
how much that increases the volume of 
the silo by? By 52 percent. 

And it is interesting in the interim 
agreement hearing that there is only a 
statement by the American negotiator 
who says that he believes that agree­
ment means that only one dimension 
can be increased but not both. But there 
is no indication that the Soviet repre­
sentative ever went along on that inter­
pretation. And a 52-percent increase in 
the volume of the silo is the difference 
between our new Trident missile and 
the current Poseidon missile which we 
now have in our inventory. It is obvious­
ly a quantum jump increase, and not 
just an "insubstantial" increase that we 
may have agreed to permit. 

This is the kind of ambiguity Senator 
JACKSON is concerned about and it is an 
ambiguity we ought to be concerned 
about. Although it has not been passed 
in the other body, my information is, 
as the gentleman from Illinois said, that 
the Jackson amendment will pass the 
other body, and I think if it does pass 
the other body then we ought to accept 
that amendment here, because all it says 
is that we in Congress do not want to 
see a situation develop, as a result of this 
agreement, where our deterrent force, 
the Minutemen missiles at Grand Forks 
and elsewhere, would be jeopardized and 
vulnerable to destruction even in their 
hardened silos. 

Second, it urges that when we sit down 
for a phase 2 SALT agreement, let us not 
build a treaty that will allow the other 
side to expand much more rapidly than 
we expand. Let us shoot instead for 
equality. I think we need to get that into 
the ultimate resolution of approval in 
order to have some chance for real 
security. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
House Joint Resolution 1227. It is diffi­
cult and dangerous to wage efforts in war 
and it is difficult and dangerous to wage 
efforts in peace. At the present time, the 
national defense strength of the United 
States is the greatest single contributor 
to the objective of peace, but no stone 
should be left unturned in an effort to 
pursue all other feasible and prudent ef­
forts to maintain peace. 

When the two strongest nations on 
earth, the United States and Russia, 
agree t.o limit their arms in a fair and 
proper manner, this would seem to be a 
way in which peace might be enhanced. 
Therefore, I congratulate the President 
on his efforts as represented by the res­
olution now before us and I sincerely 
hope that they will have the result of 
lessening tensions in the world and se­
curing a better chance for peace for the 
future of mankind. 

There are, indeed, things about the 
agreements which have taken place 
which could turn out wrong, but on bal­
ance what has been agreed to, when the 
safeguards are considered, seems to me 
to be a thrust toward lessening tensions 
and increasing the chances of peace. For 
these v~ry simple reasons I support the 
resolution before us. 

Some have cautioned that there has 
been an inequality in what has been 
agreed to and I raised such points in the 
discussions of this measure before the 
House Armed Services Committee and re­
ceived reassurances that if circumstances 
would arise, such as the discovery and 
implementation of the MIRV system by 
the Russians, this would be grounds 
enough for pew talks and ultimate uni­
lateral action by the United States to 
cancel the agreements if this were found 
to be a matter of danger in retaining a 
proper balance. This has reassured me 
relative to the propriety of endorsing the 
President's actions in this matter at this 
time. 

It is obvious to me and I think to 
everyone that, when the ultimate and 
final agreements are arrived at, there 
should be more clearly a balance favor­
able to the United States in any ultimate 
arrangements that are made with regard 
to offensive and defensive weaponry. But 
for the time being with the reassurances 
which have been received, the effect of 
these agreements has been to cool the 
tensions and limit the tremendous build­
up which was apparently already under 
way in Russia in the direction of seeking 
massive superiority over the United 
States in arms. The thrust that these 
papers make toward cooling this buildup 
justifies the present action. 

On January 6, 1960, I introduced a bill 
to create a national peace agency and 
eventually this formed the basis of legis­
lation enacted by Congress in the crea­
tion of the Arms Control and Disarma­
ment Agency. This Agency has been han­
dling the SALT talks and making efforts 
to assure us that any agreements arrived 
at are in the direction of the security of 
our country and the attainment of peace 
in the world. 

The enactment of the Arms Control 
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and Disarmament Agency left unenacted 
portions of the original legislative pro-

. posal which I believe still have merit and 
which are now pending before Congress 
in my H.R. 585. I include herein the pro­
visions of this proposal, H.R. 585, and 
I hope Members of Congress will con­
sider this legislation and seek to make 
improvements on it and to enact its pro­
visions in the not-too-distant future: 

H.R. 585 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House oj 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Cong1·ess assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"World Peace Agency Act." 
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to es­
tablish an independent agency within the 
Department of State which will not estab­
lish policy but will do research on problems 
related to achieving peace, including an 
examina,tion of the economic, political, and 
sociological causes of war and the develop­
ment of techniques for the elimination or 
reduction of these causes. 

CREATION AND FUNCTIONS OF THE UNITED 
STATES AGENCY FOR WORLD PEACE 

SEc. 3. There is hereby established within 
the Department of State the United States 
Agency for World Peace (hereinafter in this 
Act referred to as the "Agency"). The 
Agency, shall, under the direction of the 
Secretary of State, undertake programs to 
carry out the purpose of this Act, includ­
ing, among others, programs-

( 1) for development and application of 
communications and _,dvanced computer 
techniques for analyzing the economic, po­
litical, and sociological problems of nation 
states as they bear upon world tensions and 
tensions among states which might possibly 
result in conflict, 

(2) for development of new analytic or-
ganizations to-- _ 

(A) apply the techniques of operations re­
search to peace problems in the same way 
that "war gaming" is conducted for the mil­
itary problems, 

(B) conduct studies on alternative meth­
ods of achieving world peace. 

(3) for support of studies and research 
on projects such as-

( A) legal aspects of national sovereignty 
extended to the space domain and freedom 
of the seas, insofa.r as they contribute to 
the possibility of war, 

(B) analyses of the effects of world peace 
upon national economies, and 

(C) analyses of economic, political and so­
ciological problems which contribute to the 
possibility of war, 

(D) analyses of th(;; effects of military and 
economic aid programs on the attainment 
and retention of world peace, 

(4) for research on educational techniques 
aimed at rendering underdeveloped nations 
less technologically dependent, insofar as 
their dependence contributes to the possi­
bility of war, 

( 5) for research and development in prob­
lems of underdeveloped nations, insofar as 
they contribute to the possibility of war, in 
such areas as food production, conservation 
of mineral and water resources (including 
desalination of sea and brackisk water), 
practical power-generating systems, and 
medicine and health, 

(6) tor research in meeting adequately the 
tensions created by overcencentration of 
population in some areas and inadequate 
population in other areas of the world, 

(7) for resea,rch into the effect of present 
foreign policies of the United States upon 
world tensions and alternative courses or pol-

1cles which might promote peace or tend to 
diminish the possibility of both long-range 
and short-range tensions and conflicts, and 

(8) for research into long-range goals of 
United States foreign policy which would 
promorte the interests of the United States 
and world peace. 

LABORATORY FOR PEACE 
SEc. 4. The Director of the Agency shall 

establish in the Agency a Laboratory for 
Peace through which the Agency shall de­
velop and administer its research and study 
programs. In carrying on such programs the 
Agency shall enter into contracts with edu­
cational and research institutions within the 
United States and abroad with a view to 
obtaining the benefits of scientific and in­
tellectual resources, wherever located in the 
world. 

POLICY FORMULATION 
SEc. 5. The Director is authorized and di­

rected to prepare for the Pres:dent, the Sec­
retary of State, and the heads of such other 
Government agencies, as the President may 
determine, recommendations concerning 
United States efforts for peace: Provided, 
however, That this Agency's powers are re­
stricted solely to research and no action shall 
be taken by this Agency under this or any 
other law that will obligate the United States 
to undertake any policy or commitment, ex­
cept pursuant to the treatymaking power of 
the President under the Constitution or un­
less authorized by further affirmative leg­
islation by the Congress of the United States. 

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER AGENCIES 
SEc. 6. The Secretary of State shall estab­

lish procedures designed to insure that the 
Agency will carry out its functions in close 
collaboration with the other agencies of the 
Federal GO'Vernment, but without duplicat­
ing the efforts of any such agency or other 
agencies within the Federal Government. 
Such procedures shall also provide that in­
formation available to other agencies will be 
made available to the Agency, and shall pre­
scnbe other means by which other agencies 
of the Government may support the efforts 
of the Agency. 

DIRECTOR AND DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE 
AGENCY 

SEc. 7. (a) The Agency shall be headed by 
a Director who shall be appointed by the 
President by and with the advice and con­
sent of the Senate, and shall receive com­
pensation at the rate of $32,000 per annum. 
Under the supervision and direction of the 
Secretary of State, the Director shall be re­
sponsible for the exercise of all powers and 
the discharge of all duties of the Agency, and 
shall have authority and control over all 
personnel and activities thereof. 

(b) There shall be in the Agency a Deputy 
Director, who shall be appointed by the 
President bv and with the advice and con­
sent of the· Senate, shall receive compensa­
tion at the rate of $31,000 per annum, shall 
perform such duties and exercise such pow­
ers as the Director may prescribe. The Depu­
ty Director shall act for, and exercise the 
powers of. the Director during his absence 
or disability. 

ADl\UNISTRATION 
SEc. 8. (a) In the performance of its func­

tions, the Agency shall have the following 
powers: 

(1) To make. promulgate, issue, rescind, 
and amend rules and regulations governing 
the manner of its operations and the exer­
cise of the powers vested in it by law. 

(2) To appoint and fix the compensation 
of such officers and employees as may be 
necessary to carry out such functions. Such 
officers and employees shall be appointed in 
accordance with the civil service laws and 
their compensation fixed in accordance with 
the Classification Act of 1949. 

(3) To accept unconditional gifts or do-

nations of services, money, or property, real, 
personal, or mixed, tangible or intangible. 

(4) Without regard to section 3648 of the 
Revised Statutes, a-s amended (31 U.S.C. 
529), to enter into and perform such con­
tracts, leases, cooperative agreements, or 
other transactions as may be necessary in 
the conduct of its work and on such terms 
as it may deem appropriate, with any agency 
or instrumentality of the United States, or 
with any State, territory, or possession, or 
with any political subdivision thereof, or 
with any person, firm, association, corpora­
tion, or educational institution. To the 
maximum extent practicable and consistent 
with the accomplishment of the purpose of 
this Act, such contracts, leases, agreements, 
and other transactions shall be allocated 
by the Director in a manner which will en­
able small business concerns to participate 
equitably and proportionately in the con­
duct of the work of the Agency. 

(5) To use, with their consent, the serv­
ices, equipment, personnel, and facilities of 
Federal and other agencies with or with­
out reimbursement, and on a similar basis 
to cooperate with other public and private 
agencies a.nd instrumentalities in the use of 
services, equipment, and facilities. Each de­
partment and agency of the Federal Gov­
ernment shall cooperate fully with the 
Agency in making its services, equipment, 
personnel, and facilities available to the 
Agency, and any such department or agency 
is authorized, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, to transfer to or to re­
ceive from the Agency, without reimburse­
ment, supplies and equipment other than 
administra,tlve supplies or equipment. 

(6) To appoint such advisory committees 
as may be appropriate for purposes of con­
sultation and advice to the Agency in the 
performance of its functions. 

(7) To establish within the Agency such 
offices and procedures as may be appropriate 
to provide for the greatest possible coordi­
nation of its activities under this Act with 
related activities being carried on by other 
public and private agencies and organiza­
tions. 

( 8) When determined by the Director to 
be necessary, and subject to such security 
investigations as he may determine to be ap­
propriate, to employ aliens without regard to 
statutory provisions prohibiting payment of 
compensation to aliens. 

INFORMATION AND SECURITY 
SEc. 9. (a) In order to promote the free 

flow and exchange of new ideas and concepts 
in the new technology of peace research and 
development, the Agency shall, so far as pos­
sible, have all research efforts of the Agency 
performed in subject matter not requiring 
classification for security purposes. Nothing 
in this Act shall be deemed to change or 
modify security procedures or to exempt per­
sonnel of the Agency from being required to 
obtain security clearance before obtaining 
classified information. 

(b) The Director shall establish such se­
curity and loyalty requirements, restrictions. 
and safeguards as he deems necessary in the 
interest· of the national security and to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. The Director 
shall arrange with the Civil Service Com­
mission for the conduct of fullfield back­
ground security and loyalty investigations 
of all the Agency's officers, employees, con­
sultants, persons detailed from other Govern­
ment agencies, members of advisory boards, 
contractors, and subcontractors, and their 
officers and employees, actual or prospective. 
In the event the investigation discloses in­
formation indicating that the person investi­
gated may be or may become a security risk, 
or may be of doubtful loyalty, the report of 
the investigation shall be turned over to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation for a full 
field investigation. The final results of all 
such investigations shall be turned over to 
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the Director for final determination. No per­
son shall be permitted to enter on duty as 
such an officer, employee, consultant, or mem­
ber of advisory committee or board, or pur­
suant to any such detail, and no contractor 
or subcontractor, or officer or employee there­
of shall be permitted to have access to any 
classified information, until he shall have 
been investigated in accordance with this 
subsection and the report of such investiga­
tions made to the Director, and the Director 
shall have determined that such person iS 
not a security risk or of doubtful loyalty. 
Standards applicable with respect to the se­
curity clearance of persons within any cate­
gory referred to in this subsection sh~ll not 
be less stringent, and the investigatiOn of 
such persons for such purposes shall not be 
less intensive or complete. than in the case 
of such clearance of persons in a correspond­
ing category under the security procedures 
of the Government agency or agencies having 
the highest security restrictions with respect 
to persons in such category. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I rise to commend· the gen­
tleman from New York <Mr. STRATTON) 
for the remarks he has just made and 
to associate myself with his remarks. 

I agree with the distinguished chair­
man of the Committee on Foreigr~ Af­
fairs. I believe that this agreement is 
in the interests of the United States of 
America. 

I also agree with the President. I do 
not believe that either side won or that 
either side lost. It is in the mutual in­
terest of both nations to stop the arms 
race. 

At the same time, I believe we should 
recognize there are loopholes in the in­
terim agreement, there are dangers in­
herent in the interim agreement. We 
must recognize that the United States of 
America by the agreement is frozen into 
a numerically inferior position for the 
5-year period; 1,050 ICBM launchers on 
the part of the United States, 1,618 on 
the part of Russia; 710 SLBM launchers 
on 44 Polaris-type submarines, compared 
to 950 SLBM launchers on 62 Polaris­
type submarines for Russia. 

The only basis for justifying the sign­
ing of this agreement on the part of the 
United States is that we do have a tech­
nological lead and that the ongoing pro­
grams of Russia compared to our pro­
grams would eventually result in superi­
ority on the part of Russia. So we have 
to maintain our technological lead, or 
the balance of power will definitely shift 
to Russia. 

I would point out that there are limi­
tations as to how far we can go in in­
creasing our technology. There are limi­
tations to improving reliability. There 
are limitations to improving accuracy. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I am very happy 
to hear you state that you do look with 
sympathy upon the amendment of the 
senior Senato!' from Washington, because 
I believe we should be careful in any 
follow-on agreement to provide for nu­
merical equality. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. !CHORD. I yield to the chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. MORGAN. I thank the gentle­
man. I know the gentleman is a distin-

guished Member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, as was the gentleman 
from New York who has just spoken. 
I recognize that both of these gentlemen 
are well versed in the trends and the 
projections of our weapons procurement 
and military strategy. 

The gentleman is well aware that in 
the year 1969 we closed out the produc­
tion of weapons of these types. So, if 
we play the numbers game, it is really 
our fault that the Russians got ahead of 
us. If we had been in step with the 
Russians since 1969, we could now have 
more than 1,680 of the ICBM missiles 
now. 

Mr. !CHORD. I did not mention 
MIRV but launchers. 

Mr. MORGAN. Even in launchers 
since 1969 we have not kept pace with 
the Russians. They have been way ahead 
of us in their production. So in the num­
bers game we will not be able to keep 
pace with the Russians because we have 
not been in the production of launchers 
like the Russians have since 1969. 

Mr. !CHORD. I am expressing con­
cern, I would say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, that the 5-year agreement 
may be used as a vehicle on the part of 
the Russiar:s to catch up with us techno­
logically. This is a danger, in that there 
are limitations as to how much farther 
we can go technologically. 

Mr. MORGAN. This is only an interim 
agreement, and if SALT II comes up 
with a permanent agreement, I will be in 
agreement with the gentleman as to 
achieving strategic equality with the 
Russians. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
DANIEL). 

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Chair­
man, I rise in support of this agreement. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
agreement. If this agreement is approved 
by the Congress, our Nation will have 
reached a way station on its long and dif­
ficult path toward peace. 

According to information provided by 
the State Department, since World War 
II, the United States and the Soviet 
Union have together expended more 
than $2 trillion on weapons and arma­
ment-approximately $1.3 trillion by the 
United States, an estimated $1 trillion 
by the Soviet Union. 

A trillion dollars defies comprehension. 
As an example, if you were to convert a 
million dollars to $1 bills, and starting 
at the city limits of Danville, in the 
Fifth District of Virginia, laid them 
end-to-end, you would run out of dol­
lars somewhere near the Nottoway 
County line, in Congressman ABBITT's 
district between Danville and Rich­
mond. If you converted a billion dollars 
to $1 bills, it would circle the earth 
four times at the Equator. And 1 trillion 
is a million times a million. 

If preagreement trends continue, it is 
estimated that by the year 2000 an addi­
tional $5 trillion could be spent on weap­
onry. 

Our defense spending has been di­
minished by budgetary restrictions; the 
U.S.S.R. is not so restrained. While we 
are currently spending about 8 per­
cent of our GNP on defense, it is esti-

mated the Soviet Union is spending in 
the range of 11 to 14 percent. 

If we were to make a substantial uni­
lateral reduction in strategic strength, 
as is urged in some quarters, our po­
tential opponent-and it must be con­
stantly borne in mind that Russia is a 
potential opponent-might lose incen­
tive to continue at the bargaining table. 

There is reason for some optimism, as 
a result of these agreements. Anything 
which results in a potential reduction 
of our expenditures for weaponry should 
be welcomed. There are many things this 
Nation might do with the billions of dol­
lars which must be spent on defense un­
der current world conditions, not the 
least of which is to reduce the awesome 
burden of taxation borne by all, and the 
additional burden of payment on the 
national debt, which in turn increases 
the potential threat for additional tax­
ation and feeds inflationary pressures. 

Our optimism must be tempered with 
recognition that, while this is a first 
step along the right path, it is not a leap 
to our immediate goal of world peace, 
for there are other, very important areas 
which are not covered by these agree­
ments, such as intentions. Fundamental 
differences of philosophy between the 
powers remain strong. This is not a 
treaty of friendship, but a treaty for 
survival. 

It is imperative for our survival that 
we maintain a relatively strong defense 
posture, so that we may continue to 
bargain from a position of strength. Uni­
lateral disarmament is the sure road to 
national suicide. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I yield to my dis tin­
guished colleague from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I appreciate my col­
league yielding to me. 

There is one thing that it is very im­
portant to point out in this agreement, 
and that is who signed it. This agree­
ment, unlike any of the others in Moscow, 
is signed by Brezhnev. All of the others 
were signed by Podgorny or Kosygin. This 
one, however, was signed by Brezhnev. 
That is like having BoB DoLE sign it for 
the United States. We signed it through 
our constitutional head of the United 
States, the President. This agreement 
will be carried out on our part because 
the President signed it on behalf of the 
people of the United States, but in the 
case of the Soviet Union they had their 
Communist political boss sign the treaty 
for the Communist political party and 
not for the people of Russia. Therefore, 
all they have to do if they want to renege 
on this agreement is to fire Mr. Brezhnev. 

And if you think I am wrong, when 
President Nixon arrived at the airport 
he was received at the airport by both 
Podgorny and Kosygin, and when the 
question was raised on the matter of why 
Brezhnev was not there the explanation 
was given both by the Soviet Union and 
by the American State Department that 
Brezhnev is not a part of the govern­
ment. It would be against protocol for 
him to be there. 

Now we are signing an agreement with 
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the chairman of the Communist politi­
cal structure. They can just do away 
~th that. _ 

About the silliest explanation was 
given when Secretary of State Rogers 
was asked why we permitted this and 
whY we are signing the agreement with 
Mr. Brezhnev rather than Mr. Podgorny. 
He said we do not like to interfere with 
another country and tell them how to 
run their business. 

But we are signing a treaty with an­
other country, Mr. Chairman, and per­
haps it is the most important treaty 
and executive agreement in the history 
of this country. It would seem to me the 
administration should have insisted, if 
they really mean business and they are 
honest about this thing in Moscow, this 
treaty and this agreement on the part of 
the Government, they should have in­
sisted on it being signed by Mr. Podgorny 
or Mr. Kosygin on behalf of the people of 
the Soviet Union and not by the Com­
munist political boss of that country. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, ~11 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I have the time, and 
I am not yielding time. 

Is the gentleman from Illinois :fin­
ished? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am :finished. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise in support of the agreement. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

House Joint Resolution 1227, Interim 
Agreement on Limitations of Strategic 
Offensive Weapons, and urge its pas­
sage-1972 has been an historic year in 
man's quest for peace, understanding, 
and cooperation among nations. Presi­
dent Nixon's journeys to Peking and 
Moscow signal a new era in our relations 
with our two greatest global adversaries. 
Despite 25 years ·of animosity, mistrust, 
and ambivalance, the three great powers 
have agreed to try the path of talking 
about our differences instead of :fighting 
about them. I applaud President Nixon 
for his peace initiatives, especially this 
interim SALT agreement which can be 
the cornerstone upon which to build a 
full generation of peace. Perhaps the 
most significant aspect of this agree­
ment is that it is a :first step-a key to 
further dicussion of a more comprehen­
sive nature in SALT II or SALT III. A de­
cade of preparation and 2% years of in­
tensive discussions in Vienna and Hel­
sinki have produced this document which 
scores a joint conclusion that the con­
tinuation of the United States-U.S.S.R. 
arms race is not in the best interests of 
either nation and that some means must 
be devised to stop the arms escalation in 
a manner consistent with what each na­
tion believes to be its vested security 
requirements. 

This SALT agreement is clearly in our 
best interests for several reasons. 

First, we have broken the momentum 
of the Soviet offensive builduP-a build­
up which the President has stated this 
country could not possibly match during 
the next 5 years. 

Second, we currently have a 2-to-1 ad­
vantage in warheads which offsets the 
Soviet numerical advantage in ballistics 

launchers. This advantage will be re­
tained for the duration of the 5-year 
agreement. Moreover, it should be re­
membered the United States still main­
tains a distinct superiority over the So­
viets in the :field of Mmv capability and 
technology. 

Third, the agreement still permits us 
a strategic modernization program put­
ting us in a strong position if there is 
no agreement at the end of the 5-year 
period. In 5 years, the Trident SLBM 
system ~11 be ready for deployment, the 
Trident I missile will be available, site 
defense development will be near com­
pletion, the B-1 bomber development will 
be completed, and standoff missiles will 
be ready for our strategic bomber force. 

Finally, if the Soviets fail to live up 
to their end of the bargain, the agree­
ment allows us to withdraw to protect 
our supreme national interests. 

The agreement clearly does not sell 
us down the river but allows us to main­
tain a flexible defense posture sumcient 
to meet any threat to our vital interests 
or those of our allies. In the long run, 
we have much to gain under this agree­
ment in reducing the costly redundancy 
in our defense structure through bilateral 
negotiation and agreement. 

I would also like to commend my col­
leagues on the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee and Chairman MoRGAN for 
their leadership in the Congress and co­
operation with the administration in 
bringing this agreement before this body 
and working for its approval. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, as all of you know by 
this point, I am an outspoken critic of 
America's involvement in Indochina. 
However., I would like to point out that 
I am not only an advocate of this Na­
tion's withdrawal from Southeast Asia, 
but an advocate of this Nation's with­
drawal from the mentality for war, 
death, and destruction as a way of solv­
ing international disputes, and dealing 
with serious human questions. Therefore, 
it is very important that we limit the erx­
traordinary arms buildup that has been 
taking place in this Nation and the 
world. 

In that regard, I believe that the in· 
terim agreement before us now is an im­
portant step toward the limitation of 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. arms 
buildup because this has an adverse ef­
fect in America's economy, and forces us 
into a position where we become more 
preoccupied with war, death and destruc­
tion than peace, justice and equality. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would w·ge 
the adoption of the interim SALT agree­
ment as reported by the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, and I urge a unanimous 
vote on this important measure. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that 
we are living in a period of anything but 
open convenants openly arrived at, and 
we see emissaries flooding back and forth 
obviously in a position to bind the lead­
ership of this Nation and all of us in the 
penumbra of backroom international 
politicking, therefore I am compelled to 

rise to direct some questions which I 
think ought to be raised at this time to 
anybody on the committee, the chair­
man, or others who are knowledgeable. 

First, since we are being asked to vote 
on a resolution approving an agreement 
plus what is called the protocol, is there 
any Member of the House, either on or 
off the committee, the chairman or any­
one, aware of any side or collateral un­
derstandings not part of the record with 
respect to these agreements that our 
leadership might have discussed with 
the Russian leadership? 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield the answer is "no." 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Is the distinguished 
chairman aware of any kind of a side 
understanding, informal or formal, 
whereby our leadership has in effect 
agreed with the Russian leadership to 
let up with respect to Russian incursion 
into the Western Hemisphere, to wit, 
Cuba, in exchange for some understand­
ing of the Russians letting up in another 
area of the world such as the Middle 
East? Is there any knowledge about that? 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I can 
assw·e the gentleman from Texas that 
there was no agreement in that respect. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Is the chairman of 
the opinion that this could be possible, 
and yet the membership of the House or 
the Congress be unaware of it? Could 
that be? Is it possible for that tv happen? 

Mr. MORGAN. I would hate to imply 
in any way that we cannot trust the 
President, · or that we do not trust the 
military. They have given us their as­
surances. I think we can reassure the 
gentleman, and there is no doubt in my 
mind that there was no agreement or 
negotiation of that kind. There might 
have been discussions, but no agree­
ment. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. There is a possibility 
that such discussions could have been 
held? 

Mr. MORGAN. Yes, I am saying to the 
gentleman that there may have been 
discussions, but no agreement. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Now, I do not want 
this to be interpreted as inferring dis­
trust or lack of trust, but strange things 
have been known to happen to our 
leadership. 

For instance, in 1944 our leadership 
turned over to the Russians the complete 
moneymaking machine to make the oc­
cupancy currency that the Russians cir­
culated in Germany-until we :finally had 
to limit it or put a stop to it. We turned 
over the printing press and material to 
the Russians and then they came back 
less than 2 weeks later and complained 
and said, "Hey, you did not give us the 
ink, either." We had to twn over the 
special ink to them. That cost the tax­
payers conservatively $250 million then 
as best we can :figure. 

Now, that sounds astounding-but it 
did happen in the context of the atmos­
phere of that time. 

What I am saying is-I just wonder if 
we are fully charged with knowledge in 
order to give our imprimatut to an agree­
ment that is far reachin5 insofar as the 
national security is concerned. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to place on the 

record my position on this bill. 
This is probably one of the most im­

portant documents that has faced this 
Congress, at least in my 30 years of 
experience here. Anyone can find some­
thing to criticize about anything. I can 
find some things in the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Treaty that are not exactly 
to my liking. But I think this is a step 
away from chaos and from the possible 
total destruction of mankind. 

As the former chairman and vice 
chairman, and as a member for 26 years, 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Ener­
gy, I think I know a little something 
about what I am speaking. 

I have watched the growth of theca­
pability to wage nuclear destruction, both 
of our country on other countries, and of 
other countries on our country over the 
years, with great concern and apprehen­
sion in my mind. 

I have sustained a strong capability 
on the part of this country, and I will sus­
tain that as long as I am a Member of 
this House, because I confidently believe 
that in so sustaining that capability I 
was and am sustaining the power of de­
terrence which would keep the other fel­
low from making a mistake. 

I also thought it was the only· way we 
could guarantee peace in this world dur­
ing this dangerous period, when the peo­
ple of the world were beginning to find 
out what the total destructive capability 
of nuclear weapons could be. 

As far back as 1959, I started hearings 
on the effects of atomic warfare. You 
can find it in several bound volumes, each 
3 inches thick. We of the Joint Com­
mittee brought out for the first time a 
study by the experts of the Defense De­
partment, as to what the exact capability . 
of destruction was at that time. That was 
in 1959. 

It said that a mild attack, a very rea­
sonably mild attack upon the United 
States would destroy 60 million lives. To­
day each nation has many, many times 
the number and megaton warheads we 
had then. 

One of my purposes in bringing these 
facts out was that I wanted the people 
of the United States to know, and I 
wanted the people of the world to know, 
the destructive capability of nuclear 
weapons. That knowledge has grown now 
to the point where I believe there is a 
new wind blowing in the world. I am not 
naive about the Soviet purposes-about 
their philosophy-about their dedication 
some day to be the controller of the 
world. But I am also not naive about the 
fact that they know if they start a nu­
clear war, it will start the destruction of 
the Soviet Union as well as of Western 
Europe and the United States. 

So I say that for the first time in the 
history of mankind there is the most 
compelling motive in the hearts and 
minds of man-of every nation-to have 
a more peaceful world than has ever ex­
isted before. 

That compelling motive is based on 
self interest-on the will to survive of 
the individual, which is the strongest in­
stinct in mankind. When that will to sur­
vive permeates the intelligence of the 

leaders of nations of the world-that 
they too will perish in a nuclear war for 
that there is no place for the leaders \.o 
hide. In the event of a nuclear war ra­
diation from nuclear weapons will per­
meate this Chamber and every other 
building in the United States. It would 
kill the people sitting in this Chamber, 
if it should occur--even though we were 
not in the blast area. This is the reason 
that there is growing throughout the 
world a compelling instinct to survive. 
It is causing the leaders of nations to 
make up their minds that no longer can 
we risk nuclear war. We cannot endure 
a full-scale nuclear war. Military capa­
bility to destroy is no longer partial, it is 
total. 

Military capability to defend against 
full-scale nuclear attack is negligible. It 
is no longer credible. This applies to all 
clear weapon powers as well as ourselves. 

This situation has never existed before 
in the annals of recorded history. 

This wind that is the wind that is 
blowing in the minds of men throughout 
the world-and it is blowing in the minds 
of the leaders of the Soviet Union the 
same as it is in our minds. This is why 
I must pin my faith in some kind of 
agreement, not a perfect agreement, but 
an agreement that, in my opinion, is a 
step, is an important step, toward 
recognition of this one fact: That if 
mankind is to survive, mankind cannot 
afford a nuclear war. We cannot afford 
to start one; they cannot afford to start 
one. we· cannot afford to retaliate; they 
cannot afford to retaliate. The price is 
too great to pay. This is the first real 
major power recognition of these prin­
ciples that I am talking about. It is not 
perfect, but it is a building stone upon 
which we can build an edifice of peace. 

I believe we should all get behind this 
and take this step forward. 

I wish to pay my tribute to the Presi­
dent of the United States for his work 
in this field. It is far more important 
than this coming election; I will tell you 
that. It is of importance to you and your 
wife and your children and your chil­
dren's children, and it may be the first 
important step for the preservation of 
the human race. 

What more can I say? 
What more can any man say? 
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, let us take a closer look 
at the statement of Senator SMITH which 
appears in her article, "It's Time To 
Speak Up for National Defense," from 
the March 1972, issue of Reader's Digest. 
She stated: 

We may well have lost one of the crucial 
battles of the cold war when we entered into 
the 1963 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with the 
Soviets. I was one of 19 in the Senate who 
voted against the treaty. Now, after nearly 
nine years of reflection, my only regret is that 
the American people still have not been told 
the whole story about how the treaty worked 
to the Russians' tremendous advantage and 
to our own vast detriment. 

Se~ators who voted against the treaty were 
not popular, but we who did so acted on the 
basis of information that was-wrongly, I 
still believe-classified secret and given to us 
behind closed doors .... " (Italic added.) 

Note that Senator SMITH believes that 
the American people should have been 
given information which was classified 
secret and which was withheld from 
them during the Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty of 1963. Furthermore, she states 
that this information should today be 
made available to the public. 

Now let us consider the interim agree- .­
ment which we are debating today. House 
Report 92-1324 of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs states that the interim 
agreement is so closely linked with the 
treaty limiting anti-ballistic-missile sys­
tems that "an understanding of both is 
essential.'' The report states: 

The SALT accords consist of (1) a treaty 
limiting antiballistic missile systems and (2) 
a five-year interim agreement which freezes 
the overall levels of strategic offensive missile 
forces pending further negotiations which 
are to begin in October. There is also a proto­
col to the interim agreement, and a number 
of statements of "interpretation," some 
agreed and some unilateral. The texts may 
be found in House Document 92-311. 

As is customary, the treaty was sent to the 
Senate for its "advice and consent," while 
the interim agreement on offensive strategic 
arms has been submitted to both Houses for 
approval. Although the House of Representa­
tives is being called upon to pass on only 
the interim agreement, the two accords are 
so closely linked that an understanding of 
both is essential. 

Remembering Senator SMITH's objec­
tion to the element of secrecy surround­
ing the information withheld in 1963, 
consider the statement of Dr. Edward 
Teller, the eminent nuclear weapons au­
thority, before the House Foreign Af­
fairs Committee on the subject of the 
SALT Accords just a few days ago on 
August 9: 

The agreement on rocket deployment con­
tains an Article VI which is similar to Arti­
cle XIII of the ABM Treaty. In this case, as 
well as in the ABM Treaty, it is important to 
pay attention to the national means of veri­
fication which is supposed to furnish p1·ima 
facie (T-eller's emphasis) evidence of compli­
ance. These means of verification are secret. 
It is disturbing that on this vital point the 
public cannot get detailed information. In 
fact, even the information available to Con­
gress is less than complete. One should raise 
the question whether these national means 
of verification should be declassified. (Italic 
added.) 

Dr. Teller's objection to secrecy is 
reminiscent of Senator SMITH's experi­
ence in 1963 although Dr. Teller goes a 
step further and claims that the informa­
tion available to Congress was less than 
complete. As with Senator SMITH, he 
maintains that certain secret informa­
tion should at the present time be de­
classified. It is interesting to note that 
information on the national means of 
verification which Dr. Teller holds 
should be declassified was mentioned in 
the committee report mentioned above. 
The report states: 

In addition, a special briefing on national 
means of verification was provided by Direc­
tor Richard Helms of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

Assuming that Mr. Helms' briefing was 
not for public consumption, the insistence 
on secrecy with regard to national means 
of vertification raises a serious logical 
muddle built into the treaty. Supposedly, 
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we must withhold the nature of these 
verification means from the U.S. public 
because the Soviets do not fully know 
what these means are-and it is not in 
our interests to reveal these means. What 
other reason could there be for not mak­
ing them known to the u.s. public? 

However, the Russians must know of 
our means of verification, in order to ful­
fill the letter of the treaty, for in article 
V, section 2, of the interim agreement 
signed by President Nixon and the Com­
munist leader Brezlmev, it says: 

Each Party undertakes not to interfere 
with the national technical means of verifica­
tion of the other Party operating in accord­
ance with pa.rgaraph 1 of this Article. 

How is it possible not to interfere, if 
the means of verification are not com­
pletely known to the other party? The 
same problem is built into the ABM 
treaty by identical language in article 
XII, section 2. It is highly predictable 
that any violations of the treaties by the 
Soviets in the future will be described as 
"inadvertent," and therefore be turned 
over to the "Standing Consultative Com­
mission" created by article XIII which is 
empowered by section 2(c) to "consider 
questions involving unintended interfer­
ence." Thus the American people will be 
forever cut off from any real knowledge 
of what is going on. Even if the Soviets 
deliberately violate the treaty, they will 
not learn of it. 

A word of clarification should be added 
concerning Dr. Teller's recommendation 
that the House approve the interim 
agreement. As will be' noted in Dr. 
Teller's prepared statement, he proposes 
four safeguards: 

First. That thorough use should be 
made of article XIII of the treaty and 
article VI of the agreement to make it 
probable that the treaty is honesty ob­
served; 

Second. That defense-oriented re­
search receive vigorous support; 

Third. That practical and economic 
measures be taken to improve our pre­
paredness in civil defense; and 

Fourth. That we establish better co­
operation between the free and advanced 
democracies to insure our survival by col­
lective action. 

Dr. Teller concludes his prepared state­
ment with these words: 

Once these safeguards are adopted, I rec­
ommend wholeheartedly the endorsements of 
the treaty and interim agreement, including 
particularly the planned cooperation in sev­
eral fields which our President has called 
"building blocks of peace." (Italic added.) 

It is evident that Dr. Teller's approval 
is a conditional one. After-and only 
after-the four safeguards are adopted 
would Dr. Teller give his endorsement. 
Close inspection of safeguard No.4 dem­
onstrates how serious and encompass­
ing are Dr. Teller's stipulations. In his 
statement No.4 he further expanded: 

Since we have lost leadership in the mili­
tary field, it ·becomes even more important 
to cQOperative closely with our Allies for the 
common defense of freedom. A "'.lnited, free 
world could insure safety, peace and democ­
racy. Nothing in the treaty or in its inter­
pretation should stand in the way of the 
e1fort to build a better world based on the 
ideas of human dignity and safeguarded by 

proper measures to defend the citizens of a 
free society. 

This proposal of free world unity ca­
pable of militarily defending free na­
tions against aggressors is the same basic 
idea proposed by the late President Her­
bert Hoover in 1962 when he proposed his 
Council of Free Nations. Dr. Teller is, in 
effect, proposing a comprehensive and 
basic foreign policy to insw·e interna­
tional security as a prerequisite of world 
peace. 

At this point I insert the excellent 
statements of Senator SMITH and Dr. 
Teller: 
IT'S TIME To SPEAK UP FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE 

(By Senator MARGARET CHASE SMITH) 
For some time now, I have been growing 

increasingly concerned over a matter of pub­
lic business which, it seems to me, ought to 
alarm all Americans. Yet, amazingly, I have 
heard little from my constituents or my 
Senate colleagues on the subject. Consider­
ing what is at stake-nothing less than 
America's ability to assure the future secu­
rity and freedom of its people-the situation 
is incredible. Obviously, far too many Amer­
icans remain unaware of the frightful danger 
that is rising. As senior Republican member 
of the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
I feel I must speak out. 

To put it as plainly as possible, there sim­
ply is no question that, if present trends 
continue, the Soviet Union will attain clear 
military superiority over the United States 
within the next very few years, perhaps as 
early as 1975 or 1976. Even now, in fact, the 
U.S.S.R. has far more land-based nuclear 
firepower than we have. It will equal or sur­
pass us in submarine-based nuclear fire­
power by the middle of next year. It is em­
barlted on an anti-submarine warfare pro­
gram that may eventually succeed in neu­
tralizing much of our missile-carrying sub­
marine fleet. It has an extensive ABM (anti­
ballistic-missile) deployment. It has been 
developing space weapons systems, as we 
have not. It has been modernizing and ex­
panding its air and maritime forces, while 
we have allowed our own virtually to atrophy. 
And the modernized Red Army may now well 
be at its best. 

FROM SUPREMACY TO PARITY 
Thus, today, our previously unchallenge­

able ·military supremacy is gone. And al­
though we are in a state of rough strategic 
parity--equality-with the U.S.S.R., even 
that is eroding at a fast clip. In short, we are 
on the threshold of a world that will be 
unimaginably different from any that Amer­
icans have ever known-a world in which our 
President will not be able confidently to 
demand, for example, that the Kremlin re­
move its nuclear missiles from Cuba. Or that 
it refrain from constructing a missile sub­
marine base on that island, or from establish­
ing air bases there for its strategic bombers. 
Nor will the President be able to press cred­
ibly for equitable resolutions of probems at 
other points of vital interest, such as the 
Middle East or Berlin. Our President, who­
ever he is, will have to negotiate as best he 
can from a position of weakness-if he gets 
a chance to negotiate at all. 

For, make no mistake, we are rapidly 
approaching a day when the United States 
will be subject to all sorts of diplomatic 
blackmail and a strategy of terror waged by 
the Soviet Union. That is what the U.S.S.R.'s 
hugely expensive, decade-long military build­
up is all about. There is no other logical 
reason for it. Moreover, as military ascend­
ancy passes to the Soviet Union, the danger 
will increase that an over-confident Kremlin 
leadership wlll miscalclllate, will try to im­
pose its will somewhere in some way that wlll 

prove intolerable to the American people and 
wlll trigger nuclear war. 

Unfortunately, this is not mere Pentagon 
propaganda, aimed at silencing opposition to 
defense spending and scaring Congress into 
apportioning a larger slice of the federal 
budget to the military. No one would be more 
delighted than I if we could safely eliminate 
m111tary spending altogether and turn our 
full attention to improving the quality of 
American life-to refurbishing our cities, 
eradicating poverty, disease and crime, and 
solving our environmental problems. But first 
things must come first. As President Nixon 
has pointed out, if we are less strong than 
we should be, there soon may be no domestic 
society to look after. 

SAFETY IN WEAKNESS? 
Many Americans may be shocked to learn 

that we are in such serious and fast-increas­
ing danger. But our military decline did not 
come about overnight. In fact, it has been 
ten years in the making. Briefly, here is how 
it happened: 

The Soviet Union did not demobilize as 
we did after World War II. Having swallowed 
Eastern Europe, the Russians secured their 
newly conquered lands by maintaining and 
strengthening their military posture. The 
stronger they became, the more menacing 
became their behavior toward the free 
world-the United States in particular. But 
they always backed away when confronted 
with forceful resolve. 

For example, a nearly successful commu­
nist takeover in Lebanon in 1958 failed only 
when President Eisenhower moved strong 
American forces onto the country's beaches 
in a dramatic display of U.S. determination 
.to protect a friendly free nation. The Rus­
sians mounted a number of crises over West 
Berlin, but always backed off when America 
made clear that it firmly intended to keep 
the city free. In 1962, when President Ken­
nedy ordered the Kremlin to remove its nu­
clear missiles from Cuba, he was standing 
under the umbrella of military security that 
had been raised during the Eisenhower 
1950s. 

Yet, in the face of such history, the Ken­
nedy Administration was persuaded by a 
powerfully influential anti-defense clique 
that we Americans were largely to blame for 
Soviet behavior. The theory was that the 
military strength we had built to prevent a 
communist takeover of the world was fos­
tering a paranoia in the Kremlin that could 
lead the Soviet leadership to launch a pre­
emptive first strike against the United States. 
In effect, the anti-defense lobby warned, 
safety lay in weakening ourselves. 

It's difficult to believe that such rubbish 
could have been accepted by responsible 
m.en. Yet it surely was accepted-by Presi­
dent Kennedy's Secretary of Defense, Robert 
McNamara, for one. McNamara decided that 
a balance of terror, where each side was 
capable of destroying the other was prefer­
able to American supremacy. He believed 
that a military equal Kremlin would be 
a less aggressive Kremlin. The cold-war les­
sons, which clearly demonstrated that peace 
and freedom hinged on American strength 
and the will to use it, were discarded. 

Some of us in Congress were on record 
early as opposed to this line of thought. It 
was disturbing that those who presided over 
our defenses should really believe that we 
could more effectively deter the Soviets by 
prepaling to do less against them if they 
launched a war! Certainly it should have 
been clear, to the McNamara Defense Depart­
ment as well as to the Kremlin, that the 
United States had no intention of launching 
a war. After all, there were a good many 
years when we enjoyed nuclear supremacy 
and could have put an end to the commu­
nist world at no real risk to ourselves. 

But the anti-defense clique prevailed, and 
ever since we have been engaged in what has 



August 18, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 29119 
amounted to a one-sided disarmament pro­
gram. Since the Cuban missile crisis, we have 
withdrawn all ·of our overseas-based nuclear 
missiles-from Turkey, Italy and the United 
Kingdom. We have drastically reduced the 
size of our strategic-bomber force; starved 
our rnilitaey research-and-development pro­
grams of funds and talent, thereby retard­
ing development of our military technologies; 
and canceled a. number of promising new 
weapons-systems proposals. 

FROZEN ADVANTAGE 
We may well have lost one of the crucial 

bat tles of the cold war when we entered into 
the 1963 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty with the 
Soviets. I was one of 19 in the Senate who 
voted against the treaty. Now, after nearly 
nine years of reflection, my only regret is 
that the American people still have not been 
told the whole story about how the treaty 
worked to the Russians' tremendpus advan­
tage and to our own vast detriment. 

Senators who voted against the treaty were 
not popu1ar, but we who did so acted on the 
basis of information that was-wrongly, I 
still believe-classified secret and given to 
us behind closed doors. This was the back­
ground: 

In 1958, the United States and the Soviet 
Union entered into a moratorium on atmos­
pheric nuclear testing. U.S. test teams were 
largely disbanded, and our expertise flagged. 
In 1961, however, the Soviets suddenly and 
without warning ended the moratorium with 
the most extensive and sophisticated nuclear­
test series ever mounted. The American re­
sponse was to conduct some hastily orga­
nized tests, but these were ended before 
anything important could be accomplished. 

Then, communist propaganda drummed 
up a tidal wave of specious sentiment for a 
treaty banning atmospheric tef. Ang, and got 
plenty of help from our home-grown anti­
defense clique. The argument ran that a 
well-organized American nuclear-testing 
program would trigger a new round in the 
arms race; that the United States ought to be 
satisfied with having enough nuclear weap­
onry to blow up the Soviet Union several 
times over; and that we would contaminate 
the world's atmosphere with radioactive fall­
out. Having advanced their nuclear tech­
nology well beyond ours, the Soviets were 
natw·ally anxious to freeze their advantage. 

To our great peril, they succeeded. Their 
tests enabled them to develop the kinds of 
monster warheads that they have since in­
stalled on their giant SS-9 ICBMs. And they 
learned how the electromagnetic radiations 
of high-yield nuclear detonations might af­
fect our retaliatory ICBMs; never having 
fired such high-yield shots, we could not 
know what these weapons' effects might be, 
and the treaty prohibits us from lear:n.ing 
so that we can move to counter them. 

All this should have been clearly explained 
at the time to the American people. But Pres­
ident Kennedy and Secretary McNamara clas­
sified the information secret, prohibiting us 
from presenting it to the people. The treaty 
was then rammed through and hailed as a 
great peace breakthrough. In reality, it was a 
disaster for the American people and a. great 
victory for the Russians who, with their 
superior nuclear technology, were soon em­
barked on a military buildup that has no 
parallel. 

The Need for Realism. Now, nearly a decade 
later, we are again involved in arms-control 
negotiations with the Soviets. I share the 
hope that the SALT talks will produce some 
meaningful agreements, and that the world 
can start to stop arming. Meanwhile, how­
ever, we must be realistic. Although, since the 
SALT talks began in 1969, the Russians have 
continued to arm at a quickening pace, the 
United States has Virtl.Jally been standing 
still. One reason is fear that any dramatic 
American -move to redr,.. 1 the growing im­
balance might jeopardize the chances of suc-
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cess in the SALT talks. Never mind the Krem­
lin's supreme indifference to the possibility 
that we might take exception to Russia's con­
tinuing military buildup! 

A second, more understandable reason for 
our continued arms-development inertia. is 
rooted in the Vietnam war. We are sick to 
death of war, defense spending and all things 
military. We are disgusted with and weary 
of the vilification that has been heaped upon 
us, at home as well as abroad, for our at­
tempts to block communist enslavement in 
Southeast Asia. We yearn to turn away from 
foreign entanglements and to begin making 
our own house a better place to live in. We 
feel so strongly about this that President 
Nixon will risk his political life if he embarks 
on any new weapons-development programs 
requiring major expenditures. But if he fails 
to do so for much longer, he will gravely 
risk our national future I 

The key to security is public information. 
There is no doubt whatever in my mind 
about the will and determination of the 
American people to safeguard their freedom 
and the future security of their children. But 
it is essential that we understand what has 
happened and is happening: that the Soviets 
have demonstrated that they have no in­
tention of settling for parity with us, but 
are hell-bent on achieving across-the-board 
superiority. And we need only recall the 
Soviet slaughter in Hungary in 1956, Russia's 
brazen attempt in 1962 to place nuclear mis­
siles in Cuba, and its ruthless suppression of 
Czechoslovakia in 1968 to imagine what kind 
of world it will be if we allow a dominance 
of Russian arms. 

WANTED: A MANDATE 
Elementary prudence dictates that we re­

vit alize our defenses. Unfortunately, how­
ever, we have not lost so much time wait­
ing futilely for the Soviets to rein in their 
arms programs that there seems no way to 
avoid becoming at least temporarily militar­
ily inferior, perhaps sometime in mid-decade. 
Recognizing this, Sen. James Buckley (C.-R., 
N.Y.) last October suggested some steps we 
can and should take immediately to see us 
through the dangerous years ahead. First, 
he says, we must improve the accuracy of 
both our land-based Minuteman III ICBMs 
and our submarine-borne Poseidon missiles 
to the extent that, in an emergency, the 
President could attack the U.S.S.R.'s land­
based ICBM force with reasonably high con­
fidence of destroying a significant portion of 
it. At present, the President's only option is 
to attack Soviet population and industrial 
centers. 

Sen!J.tor Buckley also sensibly proposed 
that we begin research and development 
that by 1974 wou1d enable us, if we deem 
it necessary, to rapidly replace an additional 
450 Minuteman II ICBMs with a like num­
ber of Minuteman IIIs, each of which has 
the c~pabllity of striking a number of sep­
arate targets. And he suggested an addi­
tional three-year research-and-development 
program to improve the guidance systems in 
our submarine-launched Poseidon missiles. 

Senator Buckley's good ideas all cou1d 
have been implemented by adding $42 mil­
lion to the defense-research-procurement au­
thorization bill of $21 billion-a relatively 
modest increase, especially in view of what 
would have been accomplished in terms of 
national defense. I encouraged him to in­
troduce them in the Senate as amendments 
to the bill, and supported him when he did 
so. But the Administration did not sup­
port the Buckley amendments; nor did many 
of my Senate colleagues, some of whom have 
been strong advocates of national defense. 
The amendments were rejected-mainly, I 
believe, because too many in the Senate 
have neglected to inform themselves of the 
reality of our growing peril, and are preoc­
cupied with politically appealing domestic­
welfare schemes they hope to finance with 
funds stripped from the defense budget. Also, 

I fear, too many who should be exercising 
leadership have been cowed by the anti­
defense atmosphere that pervades the coun­
try. 

I hope I have made it clear that we are 
running out of time. While many in Con­
gress continue to do their best on behalf of 
national security, they need to know that 
they have the support of the people. For 
enormous opposing pressures continually are 
being brought to bear. The anti-defense 
lobby is well organized, articu1ate and effec­
tive. The time is long overdue for Americans 
who believe that our future safety lies in 
strength, and not in weakness, to make them­
selves heard, to let those who represent them 
in the House of Representatives and the Sen­
ate know how they feel. A ringing public 
mandate for a sensibly revitalized defense 
posture would be the clearest signal we cou1d 
send the Kremlin that America's will to sur­
vive in freedom has not diminished. 

CoMMENTS oN THE Moscow AGREEMENT 
(By Edward Teller} 

Though the SALT Agreements signed in 
Moscow put us at a d·angerous disadvantage, 
I recommend approval by the House of Rep­
resentatives. It wou1d take many billions of 
dollars in the next five years if we tried to 
catch up with the Soviets. In the absence 
of treaties, the Russian advantage would 
grow faster. 

These agreements freeze our present dis­
advantage, but leave the door open for the 
Russians to catch up with us and surpass 
us in any field where we are still ahead. 

It is claimed that we have a two-to-one 
lead in numbers of nuclear explosive missile 
warheads. This claim is probably correct but 
this advantage will not last. Mr. Laird's spe­
cific es.timate that the Russians can develop 
MIRVs in two years is plausible. 

The ABM Treaty has a valuable and novel 
provision: Article XIII. It establishes a 
standing commission with the purpose to 
strengthen the credibility of the treaty. It 
should be staffed by experts who posse...c:s 
vision and are dedicated to the defense of 
our Country. 

According to this article, proof of com­
pUanoe shoul<.'. be offered on a voluntary 
basis. Since it is di:fficu1t to establish fool­
proof checks, this provision is ~se. It is, 
for irc;tance, di:fficult to verify the exclusion 
of rapid reloading capability of ABM launch­
ers. The question of whether or not mis­
siles such as the SA-5 could be changed into 
an ABM defense by rapidly moveable radars 
is most worrisome. 

The agreement on rocket deployment oon­
tains an Article VI which is similar to Ar­
ticle XIII of the ABM Treaty. In this case 
as well as in the ABM Treaty, it is impor­
tant to pay attention to the national means 
of verification which is supposed to fur­
nish prima facie evidence of compliance. 
These means of verification are secret. It 
is disturbing that on this vital point the 
public cannot get detailed information. In 
fact, even the information available to Con­
gress is less than complete. One shou1d 
raise the question whether these national 
means of verification should be declassified. 

The gea test immediate danger of the 
agreements is unjustifi-ed euphoria. The great 
potential advantage is that the a-greements 
spell out American inferiorities in vital fields; 
thus, needed preparation of our defenses 
may be spurred. 

One phase of such preparation is research 
directed toward means of defense. Today 
such an activi.ty is unpopular. If this does 
not change, our future is dark. 

In the understandings which accompany 
the treaty, a most doubtfu1 point is a 
limitation placed in the implementa,tlon of 
novel ABM ideas, should they develop in 
the future. It is indeed a mistake to limit 
the use of systems which do not exist as yet 
and may not even be imagined at present. 
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It is also important to know that the Rus­

sians have a. decisive advantage over \lS in 
another vital respect. They have an effective 
plan to evacuate their cities, which they 
have published in half a million ·copies. In 
case they choose to subject us to nuclear 
blackmail, they would be able to protect 
their population so that their losses will not 
exceed under any circumstances 4%. At the 
same time in such an exchange more than 
half of the Americans would be killed. 

Therefore, the generally accepted state­
ment that our retaliatory power will cer­
tainly suffice is of most doubtful validity. lt 
behooves us to take economically feasible 
measures to protect our people and thereby 
to insure peace for America as well as free­
dom from coercion. 

Since we have lost leadership in the mili­
tary field, it becomes even more important to 
cooperate closely with our Allies for the com­
mon defense of freedom. A united, free world 
could insure safety, peace and democracy. 
Nothing in the treaty or in its interpretation 
should stand in the way of the effort to build 
a better world based on the ideas of human 
dignity and safeguarded by proper measures 
to defend the citizens of a: free society. 

In summary, I recommend as safeguards 
a) That thorough use should be made of 

Article XIII of the Treaty and Article VI of 
the Agreement to make it probable thaJt the 
treaty is honestly observed; 

b) That defense-oriented research receive 
vigorous support; 

c) That practical and economic measures 
be taken to improve our preparedness in civil 
defense; and 

d) That we establish better cooperation 
between the free and advanced democracies 
to insure our survival by collective a-ction. 

Once these safeguards are adopted, I rec­
ommend wholeheartedly the endorsements 
of the treaty and interim agreement, includ­
ing particularly the planned cooperation in 
several fields which out President has called 
"building blocks of peace." 

Finally, I refer to an excellent andre­
cent study on the SALT accords which 
was called to my attention by its authors, 
A. H. Stanton Candlin and Gilbert S. 
Stubbs. The study presents a survey of 
some of the defects in the SALT agree­
ments and how these defects all accrue 
to the military advantage of the Soviet 
Union. The study further explores the 
possibility of whether the Soviet Union 
will exploit the SALT loopholes based 
on the past Soviet diplomatic record and 
the Soviet military doctrine. 

Mr. Candlin is a military analyst and 
author who served with the Allied Com­
mission that supervised the disarmament 
of Germany following World War II. Mr. 
Stubbs, an electrical engineer by pro­
fession, is an assistant director of the 
Draper Lab at the Massachusetts Insti­
tute of Technology. 

The SALT accords, everyone will con­
cede, certainly have an important bear­
ing on the national security of this Na­
tion and by extension upon the security 
of the free world. The Stanton-Stubbs 
study provides much provocative dis­
cussion on various aspects of SALT 
which should be reviewed by the Ameri­
can public and, despite its length, I place 
the text entitled "SALT: Hanging By 
the Thread of a Soviet Promise" in the 
RECORD at this point: 
SALT: HANGING BY THE THREAD OF A SOVIET 

PROMISE 

(By A. H. Stanton Candlin and 
Gilbert S. Stubbs) 

The recent Summit Conference in Moscow 
between Communist Party Secretary Leonid 

Brezhnev and President Nixon, and the Stra­
tegic Arms Limitation Agreements which 
were signed there, have been as rewarding to 
the USSR as they have been damaging and 
possibly disastrous to the United States. 

Much has already been said about the ad­
vantage which the SALT agreements confer 
on the Soviets in terms of the total weight 
of nuclear warheads which they can deliver 
on the United States. Estimates of this ad­
vantage range from 3: 1 to 5: 1. Some military 
authorities contend that the presently larger 
number of U.S. warheads, obtained by divid­
ing missile payloads into multiple, independ­
ently-targeted re-entry vehicles (MIRV's) is 
able to offset the Soviet advantage in total 
nuclear megatonnage. However, whatever 
may be the value of this U.S. capability, its 
countervailing effect is obviously short­
lived, and will last only until the Soviets de­
velop their own MIRV capability. The 
greater throw-weight of the Soviet SS-9 mis­
siles plus the numerical superiority of the 
other Soviet missiles will allow the Soviet 
Union to obtain a virtually overwhelming 
superiority in flexibility, sophistication and 
destructive capability of their offensive mis­
sile systems. 

The imbalance in nuclear weapons which 
the SALT pacts grant the Soviet Union is but 
one defect of these agreements, which are 
vaguely-worded, ill-defined, unverifiable and 
unenforceable. 

It will be the purpose of the following 
analysis to present a survey of some of the 
defects in the current SALT agreements and 
to show how i;hese defects all accrue to the 
military advantage of the Soviet Union. The 
particular question of whether the Soviet 
Union will exploit the SALT loopholes and 
SALT verification deficiencies to augment its 
present milit1\ry superiority will be discussed 
in the context of the Soviet diplomatic rec­
ord and the Soviet military doctrine. 

It will be shown that the United States 
has no recourse but to reject the present 
SALT accords and to seek a new set of ac­
cords that are well-defined and enforceable 
by on-site inspection-and that until such 
time as meaningful and enforceable agree­
ments are obtained, the United States has no 
choice but to take those measures necessary 
to restore the credibility of its strategic nu­
clear missile forces, and to regain as far as 
possible (and as rapidly as possible) a posi­
tion which has almost been bargained away. 

THE PROMISE NOT TO CONCEAL 

Just one month prior to the Nixon­
Brezhnev summit conference one of the au­
thors prepared a paper for the April 28, 
1972 issue of the American Security Council 
entitled, "On-Site Inspection: Tlle Key Is­
sue in SALT." This paper delved into the 
many ways in which the Soviets could com­
pletely ignore and circumvent any SALT 
agreement that was not based on ironclad 
provisions for verification by on-site inspec­
tion. The paper stated three points which are 
particularly pertinent to the SALT agree­
ments now before the Senate. 

"1. No missile or arms limitation pact can 
be safe without an agreement to open all 
weapons installations and all suspected 
weapons installations to close-up physical 
inspection by international inspection 
teams which are given unrestricted freedom 
of travel and entry. 

"2. An arms agreement without provisions 
for direct personal inspection would not halt 
the "arrns race"; it would merely guarantee 
success to any nation that would seek to 
achieve an overwhelming military superiority 
through the concealed production and con­
cealed deployment of new missile systems. 
An inspectionless agreement would permit 
Communist bloc nations to take advantage of 
their closed societies to conceal massive nu­
clear missile buildups, while at the same time 
being certain that the open society of the 
United States would not permit such a sub­
terfuge. 

"3. At best, an arms limitation agreement 
without inspection would create a temporary, 
false impression of security. At worst, it 
could leave the United States with a choice 
only between surrender and annihilation by 
overwhelming nuclear forces." 

At the time these three points were set 
down, the public was still uncertain as to 
what form the expected SALT agreements 
would take. Uppermost in many minds was 
a fear that U.S. SALT negotiators would de­
fer to the repeated Soviet refusals to permit 
any kind of on-site inspection. However, on 
that particular concern the foregoing article 
quoted favorably some reassuring words of 
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird, pub­
lished in the March 27, 1972 issue of U.S. 
News and World Report: 

"But it is my strong view that it would 
be a great and dangerous mistake for the 
United States to take unilateral disarma­
ment actions. In short, we must have verifi­
able mutual-arms-limitation agreements ... 
To put it bluntly, this President and this 
Secretary of Defense are not going to place 
the destiny of the United States or of our 
friends and allies, at the mercy of the hoped­
for good will of any other power." . 

Two months later, these fine words of Sec­
retary Laird were entirely ignored as two 
agreements were signed in Moscow that place 
the destiny of the United States and its allies 
squarely in the lap of the "hoped-for good 
will" of the Soviet Union. 

In a remarkable capitulation to the Soviet 
Union, the Moscow SALT agreements con­
tain absolutely no provision for any type of 
verification, on-site or otherwise, that goes 
beyond the normal means now employed 
(without agreement) to gather military in­
telligence. Such independent intelligence 
gathering methods are referred to in the 
SALT agreements as "national technical 
means of verification". They. include, prin­
cially, the use of satellite surveillance, 
aerial reconnaissance and electronic intelli­
gence in conjunction with the so-called 
"classical" intelligence sources. 

Recognizing the deficiencies of these "al­
lowed" means of verification, SALT negotia­
tors have inserted a clause which calls upon 
the U.S. and the Soviet Union "not to use 
deliberate concealment measures which im­
pede verification by national technical 
means ... ". This clause is found in Article 
XII of the Treaty on ABM's and in Article V 
of the Interim Agreement (on offensive mis­
siles). Insofar as the United States is con­
cerned, the effect of this clause is to hang 
u.s. security on the tenuous thread of a so­
viet promise not to engage in concealed 
missile buildups. 

Defenders of the SALT pacts have appar­
ently chosen to ignore the significance of the 
"deliberate concealment" clause. They con­
tinue to assert, as they have in the past, 
that "national technical means of verifica­
tion" are adequate in any case, independent 
of any Soviet attempts at concealment. They 
are able to avoid any proof of this assertion 
by taking refuge in the veil of secrecy that 
must necessarily surround the methods of 
military intelligence gathering. They are able 
to say, "If you knew what we know, you 
would not question the reliability of our 
verification means". 

However, the very fact that secrecy is re­
quired to protect "national technical means 
of verification" is iv itself an indication of 
extreme fallibility. One major reason for this 
secrecy is that once the details of any par­
ticular means of verification are known, 
countermeasures can be developed to thwart 
that method of verification. The delicate and 
uncertain balance between measures and 
countermeasures in the intelligence field 
makes any secrecy-dependent means of veri­
fication highly risky as a sole basis for arms 
limitation. 
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TACTICS 011' CONCEALMENT 

It is on the relatively recent development 
of surveillance satellites that SALT pro­
ponents appear to be basing their claim for 
a "see all, know all" capability in the so­
called "national technical means of verifica­
tion". In promoting this unfounded claim, 
the SALT proponents are able to take ad­
vantage not only of military secrecy but also 
of the awe and wonderment with which the 
public regards any space achievements. 

Fortunately, the barriers of secrecy need 
not be penetrated to disprove any claims of 
satellite infallibility. That is, it is not neces­
.sary to go into details of what satellites can 
do, which is restricted information, but 
rather to explain what satellites cannot do, 
which is determined by the laws of nature. 

Satellites cannot, for example, examine 
the interiors of missile sites, buildings, tun­
nels, caves, mines, trains, trucks, tankers, 
fishing trawlers, etc.; and satellites cannot 
probe the crust of the earth with sound and 
electrical waves or with sample borings. 
Satellite measurements of nuclear particles, 
which are 1,1sed to detect nuclear explosions, 
are not applicable to detecting the dormant 
warheads of nuclear missiles on the surface 
of the earth. Furthermore, the nature of 
magnetic and gravitational fields is such that 
a local variation in these fields produced by 
any man-made object on or beneath the 
earth's surface would be so attenuated and 
marked by poor resolution at satellite atti­
tude that even perfect sensors would be in­
capable of obtaining any data that would be 
meaningful in a military sense. 

By process of elimination there is only one 
means of measurement open to satellites for 
the surveillance of objects on the surface of 
the earth. That is the measurement of elec­
tromagnetic radiation, which ranges from 
ultraviolet to visible light to infrared (heat) 
radiation to radio waves to x-rays to ga:tpma 
rays. Such radiation may be emitted and/or 
reflected from the earth. Reflected radiation 
may come originally either from the sun or 
from the satellite (for example, from radar or 
laser systems) . 

(Lest any deeper meaning be ascribed to 
the foregoing conclusions, other than the 
laws of nature imply, it is here stipulated 
that the writers have not had access to cur­
rent classified information on satellite 
measurement capabilities.) 

In the case of offensive missiles, which do 
not require radars, lasers, or radio communi­
cation for their operation, their detection by 
satellites must be linked to (1) a telltale 
emission of infrared (heat) waves and light 
from the missile installation, (2) a reveal­
ing reflection of radar or laser radiation 
transmitted from the satellite, or (3) a 
significant pattern in the reflection of solar 
radiation. None of these categories of re­
flected or emitted radiation pose any in­
.surmountable obstacles to a successful con­
cealment of offensive missiles by scientific 
camouflage. All that is required is to enclose 
the missile and its launching system in a 
building or other structure whose surface re­
flects and emits radiation in a way that does 
not betray its contents. 

Parenthetically, it should be mentioned 
that even in the area of radio emissions 
there is a whole field of deceptive action 
within the category of ECM (Electronic 
Countermeasures) which has an important 
bearing on the boundary conditions or limits 
of acquisition of satellites or special air­
craft. 

The ease with which satellite measure­
ments can be deceived depends on the type 
of environment in which the missile system 
is ·concealed. Missiles can be concealed in 
caves, in mines, in forests, in railroad box­
cars, in. rivflrs, in harbors, on the bottom of 
the .sea, in .barges, in fishing trawlers, in 
freighters, in tankers, in any metal .structure 
<ol' building that conceals its contents, in 

dummy oil wells, in other dummy structures 
which are disguised as components of oil re­
fineries, chemical plants, steel plants, elec­
tric power plants and the like, in silos which 
are installed beneath the surface of a moun­
tain by drilling upwards from highway or 
railway tunnels, and in many other places 
human ingenuity can devise. Obviously, con­
cealment can be easier in areas where the 
normal transportation and communication 
requirements parallel those of a missile in­
stallation, and where the physical dimen­
sions of the missile system either correspond 
to or are masked by the characteristics of the 
environment, and where the normal char­
acteristics for the emission and reflection of 
radiation either correspond to or mask those 
of the missile system. Many of the places 
of concealment listed above fit these re­
quirements. 

To answer those who will suggest that 
such concealment is too impractical or too 
costly, it is necessary to refer only to the 
effective concealment of entire factories by 
the Germans during World War II. The con­
struction and maintenance of such factories, 
located underground, was made entirely 
feasible by the availability of slave labor­
which is available also to the Soviets. 

The resource and ingenuity which the 
Germans displayed in the concealment and 
protection of their factories from location 
and allied bombing had to be seen to be 
fully believed. One of the authors had this 
opportunity of first~hand observation while 
serving with a military government and with 
an allied commission which supervised the 
disarmament of Germany. In this capacity, 
he carried out aerial reconnaissance and on­
site inspection of a number of underground 
factories and fully camouflaged strategic 
surface targets. A few of the examples of 
German concealment familiar to this author 
are described below. 

Examples of German concealment are 
legion. A particularly intriguing case was 
that of the Kriegsmarine's principal Torpedo 
Research and Development Establishment at 
Eckenforde, whose general location was 
known, but where the Germans were able to 
conceal its extent and the full nature of its 
operations by the skillful use of artificial fog 
and other measures. This author has exam­
ined an underground refinery with full scale 
straight-run distillation units about seventy 
feet high which were concealed in a small 
hill whose rock had been completely hollowed 
out for the purpose and whose nntrance 
could only be detected from the distance 
of a few feet at ground level-and even then 
only when the exact position was known. On 
one occasion this author when fully sup­
plied with map references and good direc­
tions had difficulty in finding the concealed 
entrance to an underground factory installed 
to produce ball-bearings-which was totally 
invisible from above and only partially visi­
ble within a restricted range of access from 
the ground. He has also flown over certain 
wartime oil-field and oil delivery targets on 
the Kiel Canal at a height of about 200 feet 
being quite unable to distinguish any spe­
cial characteristics of pumping stations dis­
guised as thatched cottages whose exact lo­
cation and detailed construction were known 
to him. This was not surprising because the 
pumps in some cases were below light screen­
ing structures which had been built inside 
the cottages and the machinery could not be 
seen even by looking through the windows. 
Also, at Flemhude the Kriegsmarine (Ger­
man Navy) constructed an underground oil 
storage installation designed to hold seven 
million tons of oil in large concrete storage 
tanks. This was totally invisible from the 
air. 

Another impressive exan1ple of conceal­
ment was the German construction of a 
small arms and medium ordnance factory in 
a mine. The sudden infiux of gun-manufac­
turing machinery and outflux of "ore-bear-

ing" railroad cars (containing guns) was ex­
plained by the announcement of the dis­
covery of a new vein of ore. All the opera­
tions of the factory were masked by the sim­
ulated operations of a mine, even to the ex­
tent of supplying real mining equipment to 
the mine. 

A masterful piece of concealment by the 
Germans was the construction of an arms 
factory as part of a prison, and the use of 
the prison population as a factory labor 
force. The Soviets are easily capable of such 
a ruse to conceal a missile component fac­
tory or a launch facility. It is wen known, in 
fact, that many Soviet strategic projects 
have been constructed by slave labo.r admin­
istered by the MVD. 

The activities of the allied disarmament 
commission sometimes involved the compar­
ison of wartime intelligence on Germany 
with what was actually found by first hand 
inspection. The discrepancy was great. No 
satellite system could possibly fill this kind 
of gap. 

In considering the virtually unlimited pos­
sibilities for missile concealment by the So­
viets it should be borne in mind that missile 
facilities need not be accompanied by the 
massive. complex, underground con<lrete 
structures that are associated with U.S. mis­
sile complexes. It is quite feasible to con­
struct light, mobile launchers for ICBM's, as 
the Soviets have already done for their inter­
mediate range ballistic missiles (IRBM's). It 
is particularly significant that the SALT In­
terim Agreement places no limit on land­
mobile ICBM'S, as per the Soviet refusal to 
do so. This fact strongly suggests a need to 
re-examine recently publicized proposals to 
give our own ICBM's mobility that would 
help to protect them from a Soviet first­
strike attack. 

On the subject of concealment, two popu­
lar misconceptions about missile transporta­
tion and storage should be corrected. First, 
missiles need not be transported intact. 
Rather, it is quite feasible to design any mis­
sile so that it can be shipped as sections in 
crates whose physical size and dimensions 
give no clue as to their contents. These com­
ponent sections can then be assembled at a 
concealed launch site. Thus, transportation 
from the factory to the launch site presents 
no problem in concealment. Second, missile 
storage, either at the launch site or elsewhere, 
need not be in the upright position, and 
therefore requires neither a tall building nor 
a deep hole. 

In order to execute plans depending on 
large:-scale mobility of ICBM's, the USSR pos­
sesses extremely adequate n1eans for achiev­
ing this since they have very extensive state­
controlled air cargo fleets as well as rail and 
inland waterway routes already involved as 
a means of logistic dispersal and deployment. 

ARE SUSPICIONS ENOUGH? 

Some defenders of the SALT agreements 
may contend that it is not necessary to de­
termine with an absolute certainty that the 
Soviets are violating the SALT agreements 
with a concealed missile deployment. They 
may argue that "national technical means of 
verification" should at least be capable of 
uncovering enough evidence of any concealed 
Soviet buildup to generate suspicions in 
Washington. While not for one moment ac­
cepting this presumption of general capabil­
ity, we may nevertheless ask, "What would or 
could Washington do in response to such 
suspicions?" 

Viewed from a historical perspective, the 
chances of any U.S. response to mere suspi­
cions of a Soviet arms buildup appear to 
be very small. On two occasions during the 
past decade the Soviet Union has solemnly 
promised not to seek a military advantage 
through a massive deployment of missiles, 
and on both occasions it has subsequently 
violated that promise in a way that gravely 
threatened the security of the United. 
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States and/or its allies. In both cases, which 
shall be described below, the Administration 
then in Washington initially rejected all evi­
dence of these buildups and publicly denied 
that they were taking place. Fortunately, for 
reasons best known to the Soviets, neither 
of the Soviet missile deployments was con­
cealed, so that conclusive proof of these de­
ployments was ultimately obtainable by 
aerial photographs. It was not until this 
proof was obtained that the respective Ad­
ministrations were finally able to face the 
fact of Soviet duplicity. 

EXAMPLE OF THE FffiST SOVIET ,MISSILE 
BUILDUP 

The first of the Soviet missile buildups 
occurred in 1962, in Cuba. In this case we 
have the admission of Kennedy's Director of 
t~ Bureau of Intelligence and Research in 
the State Department, Roger HUsman, that 
"classical" intelligence from CIA agents in 
the field was rejected for almost a month, 
until direct photographic evidence of the 
Soviet offensive missiles was obtained by a 
U-2 flight on October 16, 1962. He explained 
this policy as follows: 

"To take the action the United States did 
in fact take and to mobilize public opinion 
in the United States and our ames to support 
that action requires 'harder' information 
than agent reports. It was only in the third 
(i.e., deployment] stage-after missiles and 
supporting equipment had actually been in­
stalled at the launching sites-that the nec­
essary 'hard' information could be acquired. 
The 'hardest' information of all were pic­
tures, for example, and it was only in this 
third stage that the installations would be 
recognizable in aerial photography." (Roger 
HUsman, To Move a Nation, Doubleday and 
Company, Inc., 1967, p. 184.) 

This statement is subject to a good deal 
of critical re-interpretation. When intelli­
gence work is properly conducted and agents 
are properly selected, trained and used, the 
intelligence which they can obtain is within 
the hardest of all categories-and in many 
cases has revealed (to those entitled to re­
ceive it) with absolute accuracy the inten­
tions of an enemy as well as his capabilities. 
During WW II such decisive battles as those 
of Kursk, the Battie of the Atlantic and the 
Normandy Invasion depended to a great ex­
tent on the successful use of agents and of 
well-tried methods now regarded as "clas­
sical". These are still supremely effective­
and scientific aids, however sophisticated, can 
still only be regarded as an auxiliary to them 
rather than as a primary and basic substi­
tute for other methods for which, in fact, 
there is no substitute. Hilsman himself, else­
where in his book, discussed the problem 
of over-reliance on scientific aids during the 
Cuban Missile Crisis: 

"As the scientific instruments of informa­
tion-gathering have become so marvelous, 
the intelligence community, having the nor­
mal American love of technical gadgetry had 
neglected the time-consuming, tedious, but 
still essential methods of classical espionage. 
Recruiting, training, and implanting an 
agent may take years, and it may take still 
more years before he reports anything of 
significance. It is so much easier to send a 
U -2 or use some other scientific gadget. But 
there are some matters on which we need 
information that even a U-2 camera cannot 
pick up." (p. 191.) 

Notwithstanding the efforts of dedicated 
and resourceful agents, classical methods can 
be thwarted by techniques of deception, just 
as can satellites and other purely technical 
means. This is a built-in hazard, which is 
quite evident when the potentialities of 
double agents are taken into account. 

Together, classical and scientific national 
means of verification are necessary but not 
sufficient to police an agreement in which 
the U.S. security is critically dependent on 
absolute Soviet compliance. To impose such 

a burden on "national means" is to ask dedi­
cated people to perform an impossible task, 
risking in some cases their lives and personal 
security to do what the diplomats did not 
have the courage to do around the confer­
ence table by insisting on on-site inspection. 

EXAMPLE OF THE SECOND SOVIET MISSILE 
BUILDUP 

A disbelief of early evidence. of a second 
Soviet missile buildup was voiced by the 
Nixon Administration in response to Israeli 
charges of a SAM missile buildup along the 
Suez Canal. This missile buildup was in di­
rect violation of an Egyptian-Israeli cease 
fire agreement, which took effect at mid­
night, Friday, August 7, 1970. Unlike the 
Cuban buildup, we are told that the initial 
evidence in this case was photographic. Ac­
cording to the New York Times, August 14, 
1970 (page 6), only three or four hours after 
the cease-fire began, 

"Israeli aircraft on reconnaissance missions 
were said to have sighted the [Soviet) mis­
sile batteries advancing toward the Canal. 
The United States was immediately informed. 
The reply from Washington was described as 
tentative. American reconnaissance was said 
to have confirmed that there were missiles in 
the forward position, but there was no firm 
evidence that they had not been in these lo­
cations before the cease-fire took effect." 

However, such "firm evidence" was then 
supplied by the Israeli Ambassador to the 
United States, Itzhak Rabin, who according 
to the Times, flew from Israel to the United 
States on Monday morning, August 10, "with 
Israeli reconnaissance photographs said to 
have been taken at 3:30 Friday afternoon, 
before the cease-fire, showing that the move­
ments were indeed new". Despite this Israeli 
evidence the Nixon Administration refused 
to believe that the Egyptians and Soviets 
were violating the cease-fire, and continued 
to express that disbelief until September 1, 
at which time the Administration revealed 
that not only had the Soviets violated the 
cease-fire in the initial hours after Friday 
midnight, but they had continued to move 
in SAM missiles during much of the month 
of August!! The final "convincing" evidence 
was said to have been in the form of pho­
tographs taken by U-2's and satellites. 

The effect of the delayed U.S. response in 
the Suez crisis was described by the New 
York Times editorial of September 20, 1970: 

"The weak American reaction to the orig­
inal violations, the initial skepticism voiced 
about Israel's charges and the withholding 
of Phantom jet-fighters from Israel in the 
face of a shifting power balance doubtless 
encouraged Moscow and Cairo to go on with 
their buildup." 

We cannot help but wonder what would 
have happened if the Soviets had concealed 
their missiles so as to prevent photographic 
evidence from being obtained in the 1962 
Cuban crisis or if they had decided to conceal 
their missiles along the Suez Canal after the 
U.S. had rejected early photographic evi­
dence. Would the existence of all these mis­
siles still be a subject for debate today? 

It should be pointed out that responsible 
sources have claimed that there are still So­
viet missiles concealed in Cuba. Aerial pho­
tographs can neither prove nor disprove such 
claims. As President Kennedy once explained, 
"We cannot prove there is not a missile in a 
cave or that the Soviet Union is nort going 
to ship next week". 

The requirement for d-ireCit, photographic 
proof, imposed by both Democratic and Re­
publican Administrations in two different 
situations, may hold some significance in 
relation to the present SALT agreements. 
Normally, the proof from "classical" intelli­
gence sources can be just as reliable as aerial 
photographs, perhaps sometimes more reli­
able. However, in these times when the cred­
ibility of government officials (and their in­
telligence sources) has been repeatedly ques-

tioned (often unjustly), only photographic 
evidence may sumce to convince the general 
public. Under the present SALT agreements 
it is not impossible that some future Ad­
ministration which has been able to ac­
quire information of a concealed nuclear 
missile buildup would nevertheless be un­
able to convince the public of this buildup 
because of an inability to photograph the 
concealed missiles. The possibility of such 
an occurrence can neither be ignored nor 
dismissed. 

PROMISES MADE TO BE BROKEN 

In deciding whether Soviet promises have 
any value in the present SALT agreements, 
we should not lose sight of the fact that 
both the Suez and Cuban missile deploy­
ments were carried out in violation of prior 
agreements and promises, and that even dur­
ing these deployments the Soviets repeat­
edly denied that they were taking place. This 
use elf the "big lie" as a cover-up for clan­
destine Soviet operations is neith·er an iso­
lated nor an occasional phenomenon, as any 
cursory look at Soviet history will reveal. 

The American Bar Association published a 
particularly informative study in this regard 
in 1958. This study, which was conducted 
by the ABA's Special Committee on Com­
munist Tactics, Strategy, and Objectives, 
summarized the record of Communist prom­
ises up to 1958: 

"During the past 25 years, the United States 
has had 3,400 meetings with the Communists, 
including Teheran, Yalta, Potsdam, Panmun­
jom and Geneva. The negotiators spoke 106 
million words (700 volumes). All this talk 
led to 52 major agreements, and Soviet Rus­
sia has broken 50 of them. The Communists 
have followed Lenin's dictum about treaties 
and agreements: " 'Promises are like pie 
crusts-made to be broken.' " 

One may well ask, in the face of this evi­
dence of Soviet bad faith, "Should we be so 
foolish as to trust them again?" And yet, in 
the same year the ABA report was published, 
the United States entered still another agree·­
ment with the Soviet Union, this time an 
agreement to impose a morltorium on nuclear 
testing. The Soviet Union kept this agreement 
for three years-just long enough to acquire 
a substantial advantage over the U.S. in the 
development of new nuclear weapons, and 
to complete extensive preparations for the 
testing of these weapons which began late 
in 1961. President Kennedy strongly con­
demned this Soviet subterfuge, vowing never 
again to enter into a testing moratorium 
which did not have provisions for inspection: 

"We now know enough about broken nego­
tiations, secret preparations, and the advan­
tages gained from a long test series never to 
offer again an uninspected moratorium." 
(1962 speech of President Kennedy, quoted 
by Human Events, June 3, 1972, p. 4.) 

Nevertheless, in spite of this strong decla­
ration of President Kennedy and in spite of 
the subsequent indication of Soviet bad faith 
in the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the United 
States allowed the Soviets to retain their ill­
gotten lead in nuclear weaponry by signing 
an atmospheric-test ban treaty in 1963-an 
agreement which once again contained no 
provisions to inspect against secret test prep­
arations!! 

To place the reliability of Soviet promises 
further in perspective, it may be noted 
that shortly before the present SALT ac­
cords were completed the Senate Judiciary 
Committee released a report which updated 
the Soviet record on honoring summit 
agreements: 24 out of 25 summit agreements 
violated to date! 

The dismal Soviet record in honoring 
agreements points to just one conclusion: 
As long as the United States continues to 
enter into unenforceable, unverifiable agree­
ments With the Soviet Union, the Soviets 
will continue to break these agreements 
whenever it serves their purpose to do so. 
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In this regard their motives and intentions 
are obvious when the rate of Soviet missile 
and submarine build-up is considered which 
continued and even accelerated during the 
period of the SALT negotiations. The rate 
at which it still continues is a commentary 
on the use of the term "limitation" in con­
nection with those or future SALT discus­
sions. 

LOOPHOLES 

Not only are the current SALT agree­
ments not enforceable and not verifiable to 
a degree that could ensure compliance, but 
a close examination of these pacts reveals 
numerous ambiguities and omissions that 
virtually invite a concealed missile buildup 
by the Soviet Union. A few of these deficien­
cies are listed below: 

(1) The Interim Agreement avoids speci­
fying any upper limit on the number of 
fixed land-based ICBM launchers, requiring 
the parties to this agreement merely to sup­
port an undefined status quo by not ini­
tiating any new launcher construction after 
July 1, 1972. Donald G. Brennan of the Hud­
son Institute, who has always concurred 
with past disarmament efforts, sees a major 
loophole in this SALT feature: " ... the 
Soviets have refused to say how many mis­
siles they have. Thus, our estimates of the 
Soviet strategic forces are presumably lower 
bounds ... If we later discover a whole field 
of ICBM's, which I am told has happened 
in the past, there may be some controversy 
over just when it was started". (Donald G. 
Brennan, "When the SALT Hit the Fan", 
National Review, June 23, 1972, pp. 685-692.) 

(2) Article V of the Interim Agreement, 
which prohibits "deliberate concealment 
measures", provides no definition of what 
constitutes "deliberate concealment". The 
Article states only that this prohibition 
"shall not require changes in current con­
struction, assembly, conversion or overhaul 
practices". Accordingly, the Soviets will be 
able to excuse any future concealment tech­
niques by merely claiming that these tech­
niques are not changes from past practices. 
Article XII of the Treaty of ABM's offers the 
Soviets the same loophole. 

(3) The Interim Agreement deals only with 
the construction of fixed land-based launch­
·ers and submarine launchers for offensive 
missiles. The Agreement does not prohibit 
the continued production of the missiles 
themselves or of the sophisticated electronic 
equipment required for launch operations. 
This omission is most serious in the case of 
the huge Soviet SS-9 missiles and their even 
larger replacements. The United States has 
no modern ICBM's comparable to these 
mammoth first-strike weapons. It would take 
the U.S. perhaps five to ten years to develop 
such weapons-plus more time to produce 
and deploy them. On the other hand, the 
Soviets would require a relatively short time 
to construct the launch facilities for ac­
cumulated stockpiles of these massive weap­
ons. 

(4) While the Treaty on ABM's does, in 
effect, prohibit the stockpiling of ABM mis­
siles in Article VIII, this prohibition is ob­
viously not capable of being enforced by 
"national means of verification". It should 
be noted that the Soviet ABM launching 
equipment does not involve underground 
silos, and would therefore be capable of 
being rapidly deployed from a concealed 
stockpile. Moreover, it has been pointed out 
by Senator James Buckley, in his June 29, 
1972 testimony before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, that the Soviet single­
ABM-launchers, permitted by the ABM 
treaty, are capable of being modified covert­
ly so that they will be able to launch more 
than one missile in rapid succession. 

( 5) Senator Buckley has further sug­
gested that the Soviets also have the pos­
sible option of upgrading their new anti­
aircraft systems to an ABM role: "There are 

those who believe, for example, that the 
existing SA-5 missiles, with their effective 
altitude of 100,000 feet, could be given an 
ABM capability a11d connected with the 
necessary radar installations without detec­
tion". 

(6) Strangely, the particular weapons 
which the Soviets could be deployed most 
rapidly from concealment are not even 
covered by the SALT agreements. These are 
the land-mobile ICBM's. U.S. negotiators, 
who originally demanded the inclusion of 
these weapons, subsequently capitulated to 
Soviet intransigency on May 20, 1972, only 
six days before the SALT pacts were signed. 
In a most ineffectual attempt to mitigate 
the effects of this astounding Soviet diplo­
matic victory, U.S. negotiators issued a uni­
lateral statement on May 20 in which they 
declared, " ... the U.S. would consider 'the 
deployment of operational land-mobile ICBM 
launchers during the [five year] period of the 
interim agreement as inconsistent with the 
objectives of that agreement". This statement 
makes little sense when it is realized that the 
very fact that such launchers would be 
rapidly deployable makes it unnecessary to 
deploy them until they are needed-either 
for a surprise nuclear attack or for an at­
tempt at nuclear blackmail. 

(7) The Soviets have refused to define what 
they consider to be a "heavy ICBM" under 
Article II of the Interim Agreement, which 
prohibits the replacing of "light ICBM's" by 
"heavy ICBM's". Without a binding defini­
tion, the Soviets are free to do as they please 
under this article. 

(8) A further ambiguity on missile re­
placement relates to the question of whether 
the Soviets are now replacing their inter­
mediate missiles with SS-ll's that have an 
intercontinental range. Senator Buckley 
testified: 

"It is not at all clear that the so-called 
'national means of verification' available to 
the United States will suffice to provide 
conclusive evidence as to whether or not 
Soviet medium and intermediate range bal­
listic missiles (M/IRBM) will be upgraded 
to an intercontinental capability through 
the replacement of obsolescent SS-4 and 
SS-5 missiles with 'variable range' SS-11 
missiles. It has already been noted in the 
press and elsewhere that the Soviet Union 
has begun to place SS-11 missiles in her 
M/IRBM fields in the western part of the 
Soviet Union. If the United States does 
not obtain ironclad proof that an upgrad­
ing to an intercontinental capability is not 
taking place, the Soviet Union could add an 
additional 700 ICBM's to its arsenal with­
out detection." 

DANGER OF A UNILATERAL FR.EEZE IN 
WEAPONS TECHNOLOGY 

Perhaps the single most objectionable 
feature of the present SALT agreements is 
that they guarantee that the Soviet Union 
will be the sole future possessor of a unique 
class of weapons for which the United States 
has no modern equivalents. These are the 
colossal SS-9 first strike ICBM's and their 
even larger replacements permitted by SALT. 
It is through the development of these mas­
sive-payload missiles that the Soviet Union 
now poses the threat of a first-strike capa­
bility against U.S. ICBM's. And, it is through 
these same giant carrier rockets that the 
Soviet will enjoy an unmatched future flexi­
bility in the delivery of weapons of mass 
destruction on the United States. 

A significant aspect of the unilateral So­
viet acquisition of the SS-9-class ICBM's is 
that this acquisition occurred in the face 
of a unilateral, self-imposed freeze on such 
weapons by the United States. It was held 
in this country that any such weapons were 
unthinkable because they would constitute a 
first-strike capability that would be con­
trary to the spirit and rationale of the SALT 

negotiations. Ironically, the Soviets, whc 
proceeded with their SS-9 buildup inde­
pendent of SALT, have now been granted a 
permanent superiority by the SALT Interim 
Agreement which prohibits the U.S. con­
struction of launchers for similar size mis­
siles. 

A very real danger now exists that the 
pattern of events of the SS-9 case may be 
repeated in other areas of weaponry, with 
the Soviets ultimately acquiring overwhelm­
ing superiority in crucial arms categories 
where the United States has frozen its own 
development of new weapons and new weap­
ons technology. Such U.S. freezes may be 
self-imposed in the "spirit of SALT," as they 
were in the case of the SS-9 weapons cate­
gory, or they may be imposed through the 
medium of unenforceable and unverifiable 
agreements negotiated in SALT.· The magni­
tude of the danger that the Soviet Union 
will not be bound ~o impose identical freezes 
on its own weapons development becomes 
~uite apparent when one considers the pos­
Sible outcome of a unilateral Soviet acquisi­
tion of a near-absolute capability in ei'ther 
ballistic missile defense or anti-submarine 
warfare. Either development could make u.s. 
nuclear forces obsolete virtually overnight. 

Proponents of the present line of negotia­
tions in SALT must face the fact that "na­
tional means of verification" are no more 
capable of detecting the covert development 
of new weaponry than they are capable of 
detecting the concealed production and de­
ployment of current weapons systems. This 
fact becomes particularly understandable 
when the full potentialities for the use of 
deception in developmental testing are 
realized. Thus, in the final stage of testina 
where the weapons system would presu~~ 
ably be most visible, it is quite feasible in 
most cases to disguise both the test and the 
system to appear as something else-either 
as the operation of a non-military system or 
as the testing of an already existing weap­
ons system. History indicates that the So­
viets are not beyond such subterfuges. 

In the case of initial SS-9 developmental 
tests, New York Times correspondent Wil­
liam Beecher suggested on October 28, 1969 
(pp. 1, 12) that the Soviets deliberately tried 
to conceal the nature of these tests by 
launching the missiles from an area normal­
ly ,reserved for non-military space vehicles. 

The new Soviet intercontinental missile 
[SS-9] is also a puzzlement. Its test firings 
from Plesetsk in northwest Russia, seemed 
to be of a new space vehicle. But analysis 
decided it was in fact an intercontinental 
missile when shots were fired at a test ranae 
in the Kamchatka Peninsula, 3,500 mil~s 
away. Until now the Russians have tested 
new missiles in the Pacific before display­
ing them. And they did not try to disguise 
the tests to look like something else, where­
as, informed sources say, this time they did 
just that. Since the United States experts 
believe they may have to depend largely on 
reconnaissance satellites to police any arms 
control agreement, they are disquieted by 

. presumed Soviet attempts to disguise their 
testing." [Emphasis supplied.] 

While Mr. Beecher did not indicate the 
extent to which U.S. Intelligence operations 
were deceived by the SS-9 testing subterfuge, 
he did reveal a serious failure to predict the 
missile buildup which included the SS-9: 

"As recently as last November, for ex­
ample, the intelligence community predicted 
that the Soviet Union would stop deploying 
more intercontinental missiles when they 
had roughly equaled the 1054 in the Ameri· 
can arsenal. The Russians have far exceeded 
this level, however, and show no sign of 
stopping." 

A concrete example of one U.S. failure to 
determine the nature of early developmental 
testing by the Soviet Union has been cited 
by columnist Joseph Alsop. In an articl'! 



29124 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-. HOUSE August 18, 1972 
which appeared in the Washington Post, 
November 22, 1971 (p. Al7), he described 
the initial U.S. reaction to the testing of 
a Soviet destroyer satellite, designed to blind 
reconnaissance satell1tes by exploding in 
their vicinity. According to Alsop, the suc­
cessful exploding of this satellite near a 
target satellite, "was interpreted in reverse by 
the more wishful members of the intelli­
gence community. It was said to be a sad 
failure, because the destroyer satellite had 
blown up while the target satellite con­
tinued on its course. In fact, as is now 
known, the target satellite was badly hit by 
pellets that the explosion of the destroyer 
satellite is designed to expel. As the target 
was a mere drone, this made no visilble dif­
ference. But if the target has been a recon­
naissance satellite the damage to the com­
plex and vulnerable instrumentation would 
have caused instantaneous blinding." 

It is notable that to date the U.S. has 
attempted only one mutual freeze on 
weapons development with the Soviet 
Union-and that this resulted in the Soviet 
development of the very weapons proscribed 
by the freeze. In April 1967 the United 
States ratified the Outer Space Treaty, which 
banned orbiting nuclear weapons but pro­
vided no means of either verifying or en­
forcing this ban. Seven months after the 
ratification of this treaty the world learned 
that the Soviets had broken the spirit, if 
not the letter, of the Treaty by developing 
a so-called Fractional Orbital Bombardment 
System (FOBS) . 

The FOBS was claimed to be exempt from 
the treaty because it orbited for less than a 
full revolution before launching its nuclear 
payload. Of course, this exempting feature 
was of scant comfort to the treaty signers. 
The resulting helplessness of the signers was 
indicated by the then-Secretary of Defense 
Robert S. McNamara. Asked how he would 
respond if FOBS were to be . circulated for 
a full revolution or more, McNamara, ac­
cording to the Washington Post of Novem­
ber 4, 1967, replied, "We will observe it". 

Despite the lessons of history and logic 
the present SALT Treaty on ABM's embarks 
on the perilous course of attempting with­
out inspection safeguards to prohibit the 
development, testing and deployment of 
"ABM systems or components which are sea­
based, air-based or mobile land based". 
(Article V.) Senator Buckley, in his recent 
testimony on SALT, was particularly critical 
of this treaty clause, pointing out that it 
"would have the effect, for example, of pro­
hibiting the development and testing of a 
laser type system based in space which could 
at least in principle provide an extremely 
reliable and effective system of defense 
against ballistic missiles". Here the potential 
danger is not just the denial of a means of 
defense to the U.S., but also the possibility 
that the Soviets themselves will acquire such 
a defense unilaterally through their own 
covert efforts. 

Evidence now seems to be mounting that 
during SALT II there will be an attempt to 
promote a weapons technology freeze that 
would undermine the U.S. submarine capa­
bility at sea and interfere with our defense 
against anti-submarine warfare measures to 
place our second strike capability in hazard. 
Paradoxically, this freeze would be promoted 
in the name of preserving the U.S.-Soviet 
submarine deterrent forces by freezing anti­
submarine warfare (ASW) developments. 
However, such a freeze must by its nature 
include also the development of counter­
measures to ASW, which would be needed 
by the United States to guard against a 
covert development of advanced ASW tech­
nology by the Soviets. 

11 the Soviets gain the objective of a "clear 
preponderance of offensive force by the pres­
ent SALT agreement~and the crippling of 
our retaliatory power by subsequent agree-

ments--they will have achieved the situation 
of nuclear checkmate for which they appear 
to be playing. 

CONTEXT OF SOVIET NUCLEAR DOCTRINE 

When considering the likelihood of Soviet 
subterfuges to evade the SALT agreements, 
one should take into account the doctrines 
which would cause such evasions. 

It is important to recognize that the em­
bodiment of the fullest capabilities for mo­
bility and surprise in almost all aspects of 
their nuclear armament and its related doc­
trine, and the strategic deployment of their 
nuclear inventory, the Soviets proceed on 
the basic assumption that the capability 
for decisive offensive action is not only pos­
sible but mandatory. Such action is total 
in its concept and its applications to all ele­
ments of force within a wide range of al­
ternative forms. 

In no way, for example, does the Soviet 
operational planning or employment of com­
bined forces call for a mutually exclusive 
distinction between "Strategic Forces" and 
"General Purpose Forces" as is the practice 
in the United States and to an increasing 
extent in the West. Indeed there are, within 
their system, modes of military thinking 
which have no real counterpart in the West 
which they call "operational art." 1 It is 
within this area that modern ideas about the 
application of nuclear warfare to the use of 
armored forces and the Grand Tactics of the 
land battle can be realistically explored and 
with the aim of victory in mind-at whatever 
cost. An examination of Soviet doctrine 
leaves no room for doubt that they believe in 
the essential validity of an overall strategy 
of combined arms within which ground 
forces and naval forces have a decisive stra­
tegic role. 

SOVIET NUCLEAR DOCTRINE-GENERAL 
OBSERVATIONS 

Before the Soviet Nuclear Weapons Pro­
gram had gained full momentum, there were 
some evidences of a certain lack of precision 
in defining the n31ture of the military doc­
trine which would be needed in order to take 
these weapons into account. However, dur­
ing the period 1954-55, a significant series of 
about fifty articles on nuclear warfare, mod­
ern weaponry, jet propulsion, radar, etc., ap-

. peared in the professional military press un­
der the general title, "The Military-Techni­
cal Revolution", because these new develop­
ments were supposed to represent a break 
with the past and a new dimension in war­
fare was emphasized by Major General G. I. 
Pokrovsky who wrote in 1956: 

"The appearance of the atomic weapons, 
long range rockets, guided missiles, super­
sonic aircraft, helicopters, nuclear-propelled 
warships, radar for reconnaissance and for 
bombing and for many other things have so 
strongly affected the possible means of com­
bat that contemporary military affairs are 
completely dissimilar to what they were dur­
ing the Great Fatherland War of 1941-45, or 
what they were in recent times in Korea. 
Therefore, at the present time, the partial 

1 According to R. L. Garthofi', American 
author of "Soviet Military Doctrine" (Rand, 
1953) , the term "operativna iskusstva" ( op­
erational art) is unusual to the Western mil­
itary man and may seem to overlap both 
stra-tegy and tactics. Garthofi' refers to the 
Soviet definition of this term as "the orga­
nization and conduct of military operations", 
wherein "the operational art occupies a mil­
die position between strategy, the conduct 
of war and tactics, the study of battle". The 
concept has probably been developed by the 
Russians because the large standing armies 
that have always existed there, and the need 
to study theoretically the command of larger 
formations than divisions. The term may be 
said to correspond roughly to what is known 
outside RuSSJia as "grand tactics". 

experience of the wars of the past can only 
be regarded as important landmarks of the 
past and not as unchanging dogma deter­
mining military affairs of today and tomor­
row." (Major General Engineering Technical 
Service, Prof. G. I. Pokrovsky, "Nauka 1 tech­
nika v sovremennykh voinakh", Science and 
Technology in Contemporary Wars, Voeniz­
dat, October 1956.) 

However, in spite of some professional 
opinions which accepted the idea of the in­
decisiveness of modern war and concepts of 
deterrence similar to those held in the U.S., 
after the decision had been to attain over­
whelming superiority ("podavliausche pre­
voskodstsvo" in their teminology), the tune 
of their pronouncements began to change 
rapidly. 

Soviet Nuclear Doctrine has gone, in the 
main, through three phases: 

( 1) Lip service to Deterrence Theory and 
repudiation of the decisiveness of nuclear 
arms. This has refiected a position of aspira­
tion and inferiority to the U.S. 

(2) Acceptance of the possibility of deci­
sive victory in war in which nuclear weapons 
are used but also postulatil1.g the need for 
teamwork for all arms. Nuclear striking pow­
er regarded as an extension of the fire-power 
of the Armed Forces--characteristic of the 
period of approach-to-parity. 

(3) an emphatic re-assertion of the deci­
sive potentialities of nuclear warfare and 
the attainment of victory by combined 
arms. Recognition of the primary role of 
nuclear strikes in gaining such decisions and 
of the importance of pre-emption or surprise. 
Indicative of the possession of conscious 
superiority in nuclear armament and more 
effective defensive arrangements. 

The year 1965 was an important year in the 
evolution of Soviet Doctrine, and in the evo­
lution of their weapons systems it signifies 
the abandonment of any further adherence 
to deterrence of theories of "sufficiency" and 
may well have been linked to important as­
sessments of defensive or damage limiting 
systems. In the important study issued by the 
Royal United Services Institute for Defense 
Studies (London) in 1971 called "Soviet Mili­
tary Power" by John Erickson there is the 
following observation: 

"It might be argued that these assertions 
[by the Soviets) about 'superiority' were con­
nected not so much with any real concept 
of numbers but rather wJth the attempt to 
introduce 'reality' into the discussion about 
nuclear war-that war between the two sys­
tem is possible, that the concept of 'vic­
tory' or 'winning' continued to have mean­
ing if effective margins of strength were 
brought into play and, above all, that undue 
reliance on 'deterrence' in the Khrushchev 
style was no substitute for the assurance that 
the Soviet Union can realistically stand up 
to the risk of nuclear war. This concept was 
summed up by Colonel Telyatnikov 2 who 
insisted upon the 'correct understanding by 
our cadres of the possibilities of conducting 
a victorious nuclear missile war', demanded 
an 'active struggle for creation of definite 
capabilities for achieving victory' and dis­
missed 'passive dispositions or views of cer­
tain people which border on fatallsm'." 

Throughout the development of Soviet 
thinking on this subject runs the consistent 
thread of the dominance of trained profes­
sional military thought applled with imag­
ination and perseverance to the task in 
hand and basing its conclusions and find­
ings on tested and well-tried principles of 
war which have not been superseded by the 
arrival of nuclear weapons but which need 
to be reviewed and interpreted with full 
understanding. The Soviet Union has been 
judged by some without proper understand­
ing to be a defensive power without agressive 

:Colonel Telyatnikov in "Kommunist 
Vooruzhennykh Sil", No. 24, 1965. 
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intentions because, more than most, its pro­
fessional m11itary strategists study deeply 
and prize the importance of the defe'lsive 
mode in war. After all, the Roman Legion, a 
fighting instrument of matchless offensive 
power for probably a longer period in history 
than any other and which conquered the 
known world for Rome, used to place the 
highest stress on defensive works and would 
build elaborate fortified camps night after 
night even . without apparent need or an 
enemy presence. The Principle of Security is 
fundamental to warfare, and the Russians are 
supremely aware of this. Again Erickson: 

"Such a position (Telyatnlkov's) demand­
ed an offensive-defensive 'mix' in order to 
induce the kind of stability which was con­
templated; on the other hand, sections o! 
American opinion held to the view that 'sta­
bility' was fundamentally connected with 
mutual vulnerability (or 'deterrence' and 
'defense' are incompatibles) so that defen­
sive measures such as the deployment of an 
ABM system embody an intention to gain 
'invulnerability' and thus exert a de-stabiliz­
'ing effect:Tlie brunt of the pbst-Khrushchev 
arguments among Soviet specialist:s was quite 

-the _contrary, that 'deterrence' unsupP-orted 
. by 'defense' was both dangerous and un­
stable; at i;.he same time, however, the offen­
sive-defensive 'mix' or balance must have 
held out several obvious advantages, includ-

. ing that of surpassing American 'assured de­
struction' capabilities-bypassing might be 
an even better term." (R,U,S.I., "Soviet Mili-
tary Power," pp. 43-44.) _ 

In the same study, Erickson draws atten-
. tion to th.e interesting fact that the an­
nouncement ma.de by Mr-. Gromyko ori June 
27, 1968 that the Soviet · Union was ready to 
embark on the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks was· made four days a!fter the decision 
was made in the U.S. to embark on a major 
defensive system-" Safeguard". The grea-t 
stress placed on Civil Defense and its obvious 
linkages with the highly developed Soviet 
Anti-Aircraft and Anti-Missile systems, ta­
ken together with the immense nuclear ar­
senal which the Russians have been stock­
piling during the arms limitation talks, all 
underline the importance which they attach 
to these interrelated components of a mod­
ern first-strike capability. 

The extremely ominous and menacing na­
ture of this can be g·auged by the revealing 
statement made by Marshal Nicolai Krylov, 
Commander of the Soviet Nuclear Missile 
Forces, which was quoted in an article in the 
New York Times by Wm. Beecher on Sep­
tember 12, 1969, shortly before the begin­
ning of the SALT negotiations: 

"The imperialist ideologists are trying to 
lull the vigilance of the world's people by 
having recourse to propaganda devices to 
the effect that there will be no victors in a 
future nuclear war. These false affirmations 
contradict the objective laws of history. 

"Victory in· war, if the imperialists succeed 
in starting ~t, will be on the side of world 
socialism." 

SURPRISE IN SOVIET MILrl"ARY DOCTRINE 

In view of the great advantages of a sur­
prise attack in terms of damage to the 
enemy-and the possibility of limiting one's 
own damage by means of a first strike com­
bined with really effective damage-limiting 
active and passive systems-the role of sur­
prise in Soviet military thinking needs to 
be examined in its relationship to possible 
first strikes. 

In 1954-55 it began to be recognized in 
the Soviet Union that nuclear weapons and 
delivery systems provided an unparalleled op­
portunity for strategic surprise. In fact. since 
1955, surprise has begun to be recognized by 
Soviet military circles as a means of achiev­
ing decisive and rapid success in war, espe­
cially if achieved by nuclear means. Although 
surprise had always been recognized as ad-

vantageous, it had not, hitherto, been recog­
nized as potentially decisive. 

One of the best known Soviet military 
writers who has extensively explored the fac­
tor of surprise has been Marshall P. Rotmis­
trov, who published a significant series of 
articles which appeared in "Voennaia Mysl", 
No. 2, Feb. 1955, "Voennyi Vestnik", No. 11, 
1955 and "Kraznaia Zvezda", March 24, 1955. 
In these, he explored the differences between 
and the potential importance of preventive 
wars and pre-emptive strikes. 

In regard to the concept of a sudden nu­
clear strike, some more than usually sig­
nificant statements were made in a Soviet 
military article called "The Revolution in 
Military Affairs and Its Result". Near the 
beginning of the article occurs the follow­
ing statement by the author, Lt. Gen. N. A. 
Sbitov: "The Communist Party and its Len­
inist Central Committee were the organizers 
and leaders of this revolution." (The ref­
erence is to the Revolution in Military Af­
fairs.) The author continues, 

"The Party reached .the conclusion that 
the Armed Forces and th«;l country as a 
, whole mu&t prepare for a war in which nu­
clear rocket weapo.ns will be widely used; 
.which will represent a decisive, classic col­
li~;>ion of two,_ -opposed world systems; and 
which will be distinguished by unprecedented 
violence, dynamic fo_rce and high maneuver-

.-ability in combat 9perations ... 
· "Nuclear rocket war signifies that the main 

means of armed combat, the main means of 
defeating the enemy, will be the nuclear 
weapon and· the main means of delivering 
it to the _target will be the rocket. · 

· "The characteristics of the nuclear rocket 
weapon also _cause the appearance of a new 
law in nuclear war which lies in the fact 
'that war will be accompanied by massive 
extermination - of people and massive de­
struction of resources. The action of this law 
calls for a change in the means of waging 
combat actions. The basic determining meth­
od of waging war is not the attack of the 
Ground Forces as it was earlier, but the 
delivery of mass n ·uclear rocket strikes. For 
instance, nuclear rocket strikes will deprive 
the U.S.A. of that geographical inacces­
sibility which it had earlier. In the event of 
war, the vital centers and strategic nucle;tr 
offensive weapons of the belligerents which 
are located throughout enemy territory, 
might turn out to be the main objectives of 
military actions.a This means that the line 
of separation between the front and the rear 
will disappear. The very meaning of "in­
terior of the country" will become untenable 
because the focus of armed combat will move 
to the interior of the territory of the bel­
ligerents. 

"The long range of strategic means makes 
it possible to achieve strategic-military and 
military political goals at the very beginning 
of the war. The enemy's strategic means of 
nuclear attack, economy, system of military 
administration and also main groupings of 
troops and naval forces in the theatre of mili­
tary operations will undergo massive nuclear 
rocket ~trikes. (In the pas-t, war was the other 
way around; the strategic successes ware 
achieved or built up gradually, according to 
the tactical and operational successes.) 

"The results of strategic rocket strikes 
must be used by the Ground Forces in fun 
measure. The task of accomplishing the de-

s The "counterforce" concept of attacking 
strategic nuclear offensive weapons is associ­
ated primarily with a first strike strategy, 
since these weapons would presumably al­
ready have served their intended functions 
by the time a second (retaliatory) attack 
could be launched. U.S. nuclear strategic 
thinking has tended to avoid the counter­
force concept as "unthinkable" because of 
its association with a nuclear first strike. 

feat of remaining groupings of enemy forces, 
occupying the enemy's territory, and protect­
ing one's own country from invasion by the 
enemy's troops is given to them. Combat 
operations in naval theatres might have as a 
goal the defeat of the enemy's naval groups 
of forces, destroying his communications, and 
protecting one's own communications and 
coasts from nuclear strikes from the sea." 

The article also contained the following: 
"The revolution in military affairs brought 

about under the leadership of the Party 
solved the following problelllS: 

"(1) The mass production of the nuclear 
weapon, as the main means of mass destruc­
tion was organized; and the mass produc­
tion of rockets of various designations, as the 
basic means for delivering the rocket am­
munition to the objectives of destruction 
was accomplished. 

" ( 2) The equipping of the Soviet Army and 
Navy with the nuclear rocket weapon· was 
fully completed, and the basic reorganization 
of the Armed Forces, connected with the in­
troduction of the weapon_ was carried out. 

"(3) Modern Soviet military doctrine which 
determines the new principles of Sovfet mili-. 

· tary strategy: operational art, · and tactics, 
. was developed; ar ... d on the basis of the guid­
. ing instructions of the Communist party, 
. the Soviet government, and the achievements 
-of leading military-scientific thought, reg­
~ ulations and manuals were re-processed, tak-
ing into account the )eculiarities and re-

. qufrements of nuclear rocket war. . • 
"(4) The retraining of all troop personnel, 

especially of officers, was carried out; a 
· systematic and purposeful character -was 
· given to the mastering of the new -sorts of 
complicated and powerful military equip~ 
ment and weapons by the servicemen; this 
same thing was done in mastering new 
methods of combat operations; in the proc­
ess of all this work, the high political con­
sciousness, the military-theoretical and mili­
tary-technological preparation of our mili-

-tary cadres and their ability always to be at 
the level demanded by contemporary theory 
and practice was once again demonstrated." 

Thus, the revolution in military affairs is 
an accomplished fact. It led to basic quanti­
tative changes in the military technological 
base of the Armed Forces and its structure. 
It marked a revolution in the method of 
waging war, a revolution in the theory of 
military art and the combat training of 
troops.4 

It should be noted that the pronounce­
ments presented above and other similar· 
statements by Colonel V. V. Larionov in an­
other article in the same book (entitled "A 
New Means of Fighting and Strategy") were 
made at about the time that initial plans 
must have been made for the massive nuclear 
development and deployment which now 
faces us. 

The Soviet ideas on the means of achieving 
victories by the skilled use of nuclear arlllS 
are completely at variance with those il'l 
this country which have been largely con­
ceived by civilian strategists with little or 
no experience rather than military men fully 
trained in the higher direction of war and in 
military practices. Soviet doctrine is one 
which confidently believes in the attain­
ment of victory by such means, while U.S. 

4 Excerpts from an article by Lt. Gen. of 
Aviation N. A. Sbitov entitled, "The Revolu­
tion in Military Affairs and Its Results". 
This appeared in the book, "Problems of the 
Revolution in Military Affairs", edited by 
Gen. P.M. Derevyanko, published by Voen­
izdat, Moscow, 1965. An English translation 
of Sbitov's article is presented in the book, 
"The Nuclear Revolution in Soviet Military 
Affairs", edited by Wm. R. Kintner and H. 
F. Scott, published by the University of 
Oklahoma Press, Norman, Oklahoma, 1968. 
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doctrine, still influenced by concepts of de­
terrence long rendered obsolete by the new 
imbalance, clings to a strictly defensive pos­
ture with any permissible action being of a 
retaliatory nature only-an action which Is 
rapidly becoming less "credible". Russia's 
fully offensive posture is increasingly be­
coming defined in terms of a first strike-and 
this includes deployment plans for their 
rocket-carrying vessels and nuclear attack 
submarines, which menace our carrier fleet 
as well as posing a mounting threat to our 
submarine-based second strike capability. 
On the one hand there is an avowed and 
ready strategy of action imbued with offen­
sive thinking while on the other there is the 
U.S. defensive doctrine and strategy which 
is completely oriented towards "counter­
value" (i.e. population) targets rather than 
"counter-force" (military and strategic) tar­
gets. Under such conditions and with such 
a basic divergence in doctrine any further 
use of such terms as "parity", "strategic bal­
ance" or "nuclear symmetry" become com­
pletely meaningless. 

PROSPECTS FOR THE NEAR FUTURE 

One SALT critic has asserted that the cur­
rent SALT agreements give the Soviets such 
an overwhelming superiority in nuclear weap­
ons that they need go no further. He may be 
right. The presently estimated 3: 1 Soviet ad­
vantage in deliverable nuclear megatonnage 
is certainly impressive. 

On the other hand, the glaring omissions, 
inadequate verification means and gaping 
loopholes in the SALT agreements may tempt 
the Soviets to maintain their present mo­
mentum in weapons production, perhaps 
temporarily stockpiling their missiles to avoid 
jeopardi.2ling the enormous advantages they 
now have under SALT. 

In the case of the Soviet SS-9 missiles, 
even a small increment in these missiles 
could drastically increase the Soviet capabil­
ities for a first strike against U.S. ICBM'S. 
Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird once esti­
mated that 420 S6-9's could wipe out 95% 
of the U.S. ICBM force. The Soviets are now 
known to have at least 300 of these missiles, 
and the SALT agreements will allow these 
to be replaced with even larger missiles. Ac­
cording to Secretary Laird's figures, the So­
viets would have to produce only 120 more 
S6-9's to gain an overwhelming first strike 
capability against U.S. ICBM's. Of course the 
deployment of the limited U.S. ABM forces 
allowed by SALT will Increase this Soviet 
first strike requirement, just as the allowed 
replacements for the S6-9's will reduce it. 

Whatever may be the actual requirements 
for a Soviet first strike capability, these re­
quirements. must be quite modest in com­
parison to present Soviet production capabil­
ities. In his June 29, 1972 press conference, 
President Nixon estimated that the Soviets 
have the capacity to produce 1000 additional 
ICBM's and 1000 additional ABM's over the 
next five years. There 1s little likelihood that 
the present SALT agreements can prevent the 
Soviets from using this capability if they 
choose to do so. 

Even now the Soviets have an impressive 
first-strike capability which, however, they 
are unlikely to employ either directly or as 
a threat unless certain essential condi­
tions are achieved. These will be achieved the 
next few years probably under five unless 
the most strenuous countermeasures are 
taken. Taking into account the evidence of 
impressive military defensive measures which 
they have installed and their extremely ex­
tensive and highly organized civil defense 
effort which they have developed and to 
which we have no equivalent whatsoever, 
it can only be said that instead of a situa­
tion of "strategic balance" or of "symmetry" 
leading to "deterrence" we are now within a 
situation of asymmetry which is becoming 

more acute as time progresses. Stability has 
been replaced by "Meta-stability" and will 
be replaced soon by extreme instability. 

Thus, the opportunities which are likely 
to rise in the near future and which wlll 
tempt the Soviet Union into nuclear action 
or blackmail unless we evidence a capability 
anC: will check them by a vigorous and un­
mistakeable response will be overwhelming. 
Although superficially persuasive to the un­
informed, the current U.S. concept of "suf­
ficiency" is, in fact only an inducement for 
the Soviet Union to execute a military strat­
egy of outright destruction relying on an 
overwhelming first strike or of "compellence" 
(successful nuclear blackmail) based on a 
fully credible threat of such a strike. 

In the civil defense field the Soviet Union 
has now a highly trained population which 
could evacuate its cities in a crisis, enabling 
the military authorities to contemplate 
seriously a first strike. The facts of Soviet 
civil preparedness-and their relation to a 
Soviet first-strike capability-are thoroughly 
discussed by Dr. E. P. Wigner and Joanne 
Gailar in their recent article, "Will Soviet 
Civil Defense Undermine SALT?", published 
in the Washington newspaper, Human 
Events, July 8, 1972 (pp. 9, 10). Dr. Wigner, 
a recipient of the Nobel Prize for Physics and 
one of the nation's foremost authorities on 
civil defense, has estimated that if the So­
viets carried out their elaborate plans for 
evacuating their cities and dispersing their 
population, a nuclear exchange might result 
in only 10 million Soviet deaths as com­
pared to 100 million American deaths. 

The possibllity that damage of that order 
in the Soviet Union would not be considered 
unacceptable by the Soviet leadership is sug­
gested by such statements as the following: 

"In major contemporary war atomic or 
thermonuclear weapons may be employed in 
quantities of hundreds, thousands or even 
tens of thousands. The Soviets have shown 
that they can take losses. During World War 
II they lost control of 40% of the popula­
tion, 40% of their grain production, 60% 
of their coal, iron, steel and aluminum output 
and 95% of key military industries such as 
ball-bearing production." (Maj. Gen. Pokrov­
sky, in Marxism-Leninism o voine i armii, 
Feb. 3, 1955.) 

All these possibilities need to be under­
stood and avoided in the US by the urgent 
and realistic adoption of new defense policies. 
Many of these policies have been canvassed 
but remain in abeyance for reasons which are 
far from clear. Without the adoption of a 
much more determined attitude and the com­
pletely convincing evidence of a powerful re­
vival of the US military establishment which 
would include an improved identification 
with the nation as well as procurement of 
essential equipment, the survival of the US 
as an independent state and of all its friends 
and allies as free and sovereign members of 
the international community is placed in the 
gravest danger. 

In regard to the SALT agreements cur­
rently under consideration, it should be em­
phasized that quite aside from the serious 
imbalances which they countenance, these 
agreements are totally unacceptable under 
any conditions because of the lack of any 
provisions for physical inspection. Real and 
lasting progress in arms limitation will be 
achieved only when there is an · established 
right to physical inspection of nuclear arm­
f,l.ments in all their levels of production, stor­
age and deployment. Only then will the 
danger o-f nuclear war recede. 

The United States presently has no re­
course but to reject the unverifiable and un­
enforceable SALT agreements signed in Mos­
cow and to demand that the Soviet Union 
evidence a sincere desire for peace by agree-

lng to arms limitations that are precisely 
defined and enforceable by ironclad pro­
visions for on-site inspecticn. Until such 
time as meaningful and enforceable agree­
ments are obtained, the United States must 
pursue those measures of weapons develop­
ment and re-armament that are necessary 
to restore the credibility of its nuclear de­
fenses. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment in the nattire 
of a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute was agreed to. 
. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the preamble. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Whereas an Interim Agreement Between 

the United States of America and the Union 
of Strategic Offensive Arms and an associ­
Measures With Respect to the Limitation 
of Strategic Offiensive Arms and an associ­
ated protocol were signed on May 26, 1972; 
and 

Whereas the said interim agreement pro­
vides that it shall enter into force upon 
exchange of written notices of acceptance 
by each party, such exchange to take place 
subject to and concurrently with the ex­
change of instruments of ratification of the 
treaty on the limitation of antiballistic mis­
siles; and 

Whereas this interim agreement is a sig­
nificant first step away from an era of nu­
clear confrontation and toward an era of 
mutually agreed upon restraint· and arms 
limitation between the two principal nu­
clear powers; and 

Whereas the new era toward which this 
agreement points can be a time when the 
dangers of war are substantially lessened 
and when nations can turn more of their 
energies to the works of peace; and 

Whereas this agreement and the treaty 
limiting ballistic missile defense were made 
possible by the maintenance in the United 
States of a strategic defense posture second 
to none; and 

Whereas the success of these agreements 
and the attainment of more permanent and 
comprehensive agreements are dependent 
upon the continuing maintenance of that 
strategic posture and a sound strategic mod­
ernization program: Therefore be it 

COMMITrEE AMENDMENT TO THE PREAMBLE 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re­
port the committee amendment to the 
preamble. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Strike out the 

preamble. 

The committee amendment t·o the pre­
amble was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera­
tion the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1227) 
approving the acceptance by the Presi­
dent for the United States of the interim 
agreement between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet So­
cialist Republics on certain measures 
with respect to the limitation of strategic 
offensive arms, pursuant to House Reso­
lution 1097, he reported the j-oint reso-
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Iution back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment to 
the text of the joint resolution. 

The amendment to the text of the 
joint resolution was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
engrossment of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment to the preamble. 

The amendment to the preamble was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
read a third time, and was read the third 
time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the joint resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob­
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sereeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 330, nays 7, not voting 95 
as follows: 

Abbitt 
Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, Ill. 

· Anderson, 
Tenn. 

Andrews, Ala. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Arends 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Badillo 
Baring 
Barrett 
Begich 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brademas 
Bras co 
Bray 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, 'Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes. Wis. 

[Roll No. 346) 
YEAS-330 

Byron Fascell 
Cabell Findley 
Camp Fish 
Carey, N.Y. Fisher 
Carlson Flood 
Casey, Tex. Flowers 
Cederberg Flynt 
Celler Foley 
Chappell Ford, Gerald R. 
Chisholm Ford, 
Clausen, William D. 

Don H. Fountain 
Clay Fraser 
Cleveland Frenzel 
Collier Frey 
Collins, Tex. Fulton 
Colmer Fuqua 
Conable Galifianakis 
Conover Garmatz 
Conyers Gaydos 
Cotter Gettys 
Culver Giaimo 
Curlin Gibbons 
Daniel, Va. Goldwater 
Daniels, N.J. Gonzalez 
Danielson Goodling 
Davis, Ga. Grasso 
Davis, S.C. Gray 
de la Garza Green, Oreg. 
Delaney Green, Pa. 
Dellenback Griffin 
Dellums Gross 
Denholm Grover 
Dennis Gubser 
Dent Gude 
Devine Haley 
Donohue Hall 
Dorn Halpern 
Dow Hamilton 
Downing Hammer-
Drinan schmidt 
Duncan Hanley 
du Pont Hanna 
Eckhardt Hansen, Idaho 
Edwards, Cali!. Harrington 
Ellberg Harsha 
Erlenbom Hastings 
Eshleman Hathaway 
Evans, Colo. Hawkins 

Hechler, W.Va.. Mills, Ark. 
Heinz Mills, Md. 
Helstosld Minish 
Henderson Mink 
Hicks, Mass. Mitchell 
Hicks, Wash. Mizell 
Hillis Monagan 
Hogan Montgomeey 
Holifield Moorhead 
Horton Morgan 
Hosmer Mosher 
Howard Moss 
Hunt Murphy, Ill. 
Hutchinson Murphy, N.Y. 
!chord Myers 
Jacobs Natcher 
Jarman Nedzi 
Johnson, Calif. Nix 
Johnson, Pa. Obey 
Jonas O'Hara 
Jones, Ala. O'Konski 
Jones. N.C. O'Neill 
Jones, Tenn. Patman 
Karth Patten 
Kastenmeier Pepper 
Kazen Perkins 
Keating Pettis 
Kee Pickle 
Kemp Pike 
King Pirnie 
Koch Poage 
Kyl Podell 
Kyros Po:fl' 
Latta Powell 
Leggett Preyer, N.C. 
Lent Price, Ill. 
Link Price, Tex. 
Long, Md. Pucinski 
McCloskey Purcell 
McClure Quie 
McCollister Randall 
McCormack Rangel 
McCulloch Rees 
McDonald, Reuss 

Mich. Roberts 
McFall Robinson, Va. 
McKay Robison, N.Y. 
McKevitt Rodino 
Macdonald, Roe 

Mass. Rogers 
Madden Roncalio 
Mahon Rooney, Pa. 
Mailliard Rosenthal 
Mallary Rostenkowski 
Mann Roush 
Martin Roy 
Mathias, Calif. Roybal 
Mathis, Ga. Ruth 
Matsunaga St Germain 
Mayne Sandman 
Mazzoli Sarbanes 
Meeds Saylor 
Mikva Scherle 
Miller, Calif. Scheuer 
Miller, Ohio Schwengel 

NAYB-7 

Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steed 
Steele 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tiernan 
Udall 
VanderJagt 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
ware 
Whalley 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Winn 
Wol:fl' 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zwach 

Ashbrook 
Crane 
Landgrebe 

Rousselot Stuckey 

Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Abzug 
Addabbo 
Anderson:, 

Calif. 
Baker 
Bell 
Betts 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Burke, Fla. 
Caffery 
Carney 
Carter 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clawson,·Del 
Collins, lll. 
Conte 
Corman 
Coughlin 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dowdy 
Dulski 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 

Satterfield 
Schmitz 

NOT VOTING-95 
Edwards, Ala. 
Esch 
Evins, Tenn. 
Forsythe 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallagher 
Griffiths 
Hagan 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harvey 
Hays 
Hebert 
Heckler, Mass. 
Hull 
Hungate 
Keith 
Kluczynski 
Kuykendall 
Landrum 
Lennon 
Lloyd 
Long, La. 
Lujan 
McCloey 
McDade 
McEwen 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Melcher 
Metcalfe 
Michel 
Minshall 

Mollohan 
Nelsen 
Nichols 
Passman 
Pelly 
Peyser 
Pryor, Ark. 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rarick 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ryan 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Springer 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Talcott 
Terry 
Thone 
Ullman 
VanDeerlin 
Veysey 
Waldie 
Whalen 
Wilson, Bob 
Wydler 
Zion 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Bob Wilson. 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Freling· 

huysen. 
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Forsythe. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Peyser. 
Mr. Waldie with Mr. Del Clawson. 
Mr. Hays with Mr. Conte. 
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mrs. 

Dwyer. 
Mr. Blanton with Mr. Baker. 
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Rhodes. 
Mr. Carney with Mr. Harvey. 
Mr. Clark with Mr. Schneebell. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Betts. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Railsback. 
Mr. Melcher with Mr. Nelsen. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Ryan with Mr. Riegle. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. McDade. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Chamber· 

lain. 
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Coughlin. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Esch. 
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Collins of Illinois. 
Mr. Ullman with Mr. Ruppe. 
Mr. Passman with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Metcalfe. 
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Lloyd. 
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Derwinskl. 
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Hull. 
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mrs. Abzug with Mr. Long of Louisiana. 
Mr. Anderson of California with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Burke of Florida. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Lennon with Mr. Carter. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mrs. Heckler of Mas-

sachusetts. 
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Rarick with Mr. Keith. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Kuykendall. 
Mr. Dowdy with Mr. Pelly. 
Mr. Whalen with Mr. McEwen. 
Mr. Kinney with Mr. Terry. 
Mr. Steiger of Arizona with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Thone with Mr. Minshall. 
Mr. Springer with Mr. Scott. 
Mr. Wydler with Mr. Zion. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The title was amended so as to read; 
"Approval and authorization for the 
President of the United States to accept 
an Interim Agreement Between the 
United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation 
of Strategic Offensive Arms." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous matter of the joint 
resolution just passed <H.J. Res. 1227). 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I was in­

advertently detained on business on roll-
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call No. 329. Had I been present, I would 
have voted "yea." 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 3726, 
EQUAL EXPORT OPPORTUNITY 
ACT AND INTERNATIONAL ECO­
NOMIC POLICY ACT OF 1972 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by direc­

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 1102 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol­
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report on the bill (8. 3726) to ex­
tend and amend the Export Administration 
Act of 1969 to afford more equal export op­
portunity, to establish a Council on Inter­
national Economic Policy, and for other pur­
poses, the provisions of clause 2, Rule XXVIU 
notwithstanding. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Mississippi is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
custOmary 30 minutes to the minority to 
the gentleman from California <Mr. 
SMITH), pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, a·s a reading of the reso­
lution indicates, this is a simple resolu­
tion making in order the consideration 
of the conference report on S. 3726 for 
the extension of the Export Administra­
tion Act of 1969. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule has become 
necessary according to the rules of the 
House that the conference report has to 
be allowed to lie over for 3 days. It is a 
simple procedure to waive that 3-day 
provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

<Mr. SMITH of California asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex­
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con­
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 days ago we had a reso­
lution here on the floor to permit any 
conference report to be considered dur­
ing the last 3 days of this week even 
though the 3-day intermission require­
ment under clause 2 of rule XXVIII was 
not observed. That resolution was de­
feated by a rather large vote. I ~hink 
possibly we may have done wrong in the 
Rules Committee in having it so broad 
because it was not known whether there 
would be other reports. 

I believe, however, the only one we 
were really concerned about was S. 3726, 
the Export Administration Act of 1969. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here today with 
this resolution to waive the 3-day re­
quirement rule for a conference report 
to be available so that we can consider 
this particular measure. The 3 days will 
not be up until tomorrow. In other words, 
tomorrow would be the first time this 
conference report could be considered. 

I doubt that I will vote for the confer­
ence report. Mr. Speaker, in my opinion 
this is an extremely important matter, 
and I should like for the Members to 
give consideration to adopting this res­
olution. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in a state of con­
fusion on the cattle hide situation. We 

have had arrangements in the Export­
Import Control Act where, under the sit­
uation, both Houses legislated, and then 
subsequent thereto we had to have a con­
trol program, which calls for the export 
of a ticket system which goes into effect 
on September 1, 1972. 

The Department of Commerce has al­
ready scheduled the issuance of these 
tickets, starting August 17, 1972, which 
was yesterday. 

The entire cattle hide industry is al­
ready in a state·of grave uncertainty with 
respect to whether or not the Congress 
is going to defeat this provision or permit 
it to exist. In all fairness, Mr. Speaker, 
it seems to me we should take this bill 
under consideration and either vote it up 
or vote it down. 

I realize the House took action on the 
so-called Commission, or whatever it was, 
which was included in the bill, to strike 
it out, and that it is now back in the con­
ference report, which I do not like. Mr. 
Speaker, the administration has been 
operating, just as previous administra­
tions did, under the Trading With the 
Enemy Act. Although this is probably a 
correct power to operate under, some 
place, some time--and today, in my 
opinion-we should straighten this out 
so that the departments will know what 
they are going to do, and the administra­
tion will know, and the cattle hide peo­
ple will know one way or the other. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge that we 
adopt House Resolution 1102 and then 
decide what we are going to do with this 
conference report. If the Members want 
to vote it down, then vote it down. Let us 
not play games this afternoon. Let us dis­
pose of this. We have some other busi­
ness to get to. We had a big night last 
night. 

I would suggest and hope, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Members seriously consider this. 
I have never, in my 16 years here, and 
11 years on the Rules Committee, misled 
any Member of this body. In my opinion 
this measure has to be disposed of one 
way or the other before we adjourn to­
night. 

I urge the adoption of House Resolu­
tion 1102. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to my friend, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. BuRKE) ; but, 
Mr. Speaker, I do so with one reserva­
tion; namely, that the gentleman does 
not pay me the dubious compliment 
which he did the other day when I yielded 
to him on the previous consideration of 
this matter. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my good and 
gracious friend, the chairman of the 
Rules Committee for yielding me this 
time. 

It is not my intention to take up too 
much time in this debate. This is the 
same subject matter we discussed, I be­
lieve, about 24 hours ago. I was opposing 
at the time the rushing through of this 
type of legislation. 

This is a very complex bill. I know 
the cattle people have been misled into 
believing that this legislation is going to 
help them. Actually, what this bill will 
do is set up a new advisory council, and 
we are going to have a new Henry Kis-

singer on the scene, I believe, in the per­
son of Peter Flanigan. 

Of course, if there is a change in the 
Presidency next year, the place of Peter 
Flanigan will be more likely taken by 
Pierre Salinger. So that is what you are 
confronted with here on some of the 
parts that have not been discussed in this 
bill. 

I have nothing against Pierre Salinger 
or Peter Flanigan, but I will say this: We 
have enough advisory councils now. 

This bill is really a far-reaching piece 
of legislation. The tanneries in my dis­
trict tell me that if we can hold this bill 
up for a couple of weeks, they might be 
able to get a supply of hides in to con­
tinue their business. It almost puts them 
in a position where they can negotiate 
for high-grade hides that they cannot 
get now. 

I am pleading with this House on be­
half of the Members on the other side, 
about 20 of them, who are today down 
in Miami Beach trying to formulate the · 
rules and guidelines for the Republican 
Party convention. Some of those Mem­
bers would like to be heard on this leg­
islation, but they will not have a chance. 
They are not going to have a chance. So 
I cannot see how any Member on that 
side can allow a bill like this to go through 
that will deprive them of their right to 
speak for their constituency. 

I know there are enough spokesmen on 
the other side to speak on behalf of the 
20 Members in Miami, but let us consider 
those Members anyWay, and let us con­
sider the other cattle people here who are 
being led around believing this legisla­
tion will help them. 

This does not help you in any way, 
shape, or form. You have been misled. 
You have been misled by people who 
speak with forked tongues. 

Mr. Speaker, we can get out of here by 
3 o'clock this afternoon and we will be on 
our way back home and come here after 
the recess completely rested and with a 
new, fresh frame of mind and look at 
this legislation in its proper perspective. 
I do not know. I might even vote for it 
then. But I would be very hesitant to vote 
for it now. 

Another question that comes up here 
is the jurisdiction of this type of legis­
lation. I do not know what it is doing 
over in Mr. PATMAN's committee. This is 
a trade bill if I have ever seen on~. 

So there are a lot of questions that can 
be raised. I do not want to go on until 
midnight fighting this bill when we . can 
get out of here by 3 o'clock. Let us· vote 
down the rule, and when we come back 
after the recess we will deal with it in a 
very fair and equitable manner. 

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I yield 

to the gentleman. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman's solici­

tude for the Republicans and their con­
vention overwhelms me. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I want . 
to point out to my good friend from Iowa 
I have a great deal of solicitude for the 
Republican Party, because I was the first 
Democrat in 100 years in my district, 
and if it were not for the Republican 
votes I received that year, I would never 
be here. So I always think of you fellows. 
I like you. 
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Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

the previous question on the resolution. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

resolution. 
The question was taken; and on a divi­

sion (demanded by Mr. BuRKE of Massa­
chusetts> there were-ayes 58, noes 21. 

TELLER VOTE WITH CLERKS 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I de­
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I de­

mand tellers with clerks. 
Tellers with clerks were ordered; and 

the Speaker appointed as tellers Messrs. 
COLMER, BURKE of Massachusetts, SMITH 
Of California, and CLEVELAND. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 194, noes 
111, not voting 127, as follows: 

[Roll No. 347) 
[Recorded Teller Vote) 

AYES-194 
Abbitt Galifianakis Natcher 
Anderson, Til. Gonzalez Nedzi 
Andrews, Ala. Green, Oreg. O'Konskl 
Andrews, Griffin Patman 

N.Dak. Gross Pettis 
Archer Grover Pickle 
Arends Gubser Poage 
Ashley Gude Poff 
Aspinall Haley Powell 
Baring Hall Preyer, N.C. 
Barrett Hammer- Price, Tex. 
Belcher schmidt Purcell 
Bennett Hanna Quie 
Bergland Hansen, Idaho Randall 
Bevill Harsha Rees 
Blatnik Hastings Reuss 
Bolling Helstoski Roberts 
Bow Henderson Robinson, Va. 
Brademas Hicks, Wash. Roe 
Bray Hogan Rogers 
Brinkley Horton Roncalio 

- Brooks Hosmer Roush 
Brotzman Hunt Roy 
Brown, Mich. Hutchinson Ruth 
Brown, Ohio Jarman Sandman 
Broyhill, N.C. Johnson, Calif. Satterfield 
Broyhffi, Va. Johnson, Pa. Scherle 
Buchanan Jonas Schwengel 
Burleson, Tex. Jones, Ala. Sebelius 
Burlison, Mo. Jones, N.C. Shoup 
Burton Kastenmeier Shriver 
Byrnes, Wis. Kazen Sikes 
Cabell Kee Sisk 
Camp Kyl Skubitz 
Carlson Landgrebe Smith, Calif. 
Casey, Tex. Latta Smith, Iowa 
Cederberg Leggett Smith, N.Y. 
Chappell Lent Spence 
Clausen, Link Stantoll, 

Don B. Long, Md. J. William 
Collier McCloskey Steed 
Colllns, Tex. McClure Stubblefield 
Colmer McCollister Sullivan 
Conable McCormack Taylor 
Conover McCulloch Teague, Calif. 
Culver McFall , Thompson, Ga. 
de la Garza McKevitt Thomson, Wis. 
Dellenback Mahon Udall 
Denhblm Mailliard Vander Jagt 
Dom Mallary Vigorito 
Downing Mann Waggonner 
Duncan Martin Wampler 
duPont Mathias, Calif. Ware 
Eckhardt Mathis, Ga. Whalley 
Erlenbom Matsunaga. White 
Evans, Colo. Mayne Whitehurst 
Findley Meeds Whitten 
Fish Mikva Widnall 
Fisher Mills, Md. Wiggins 
Flowers Minish Williams 
Foley Mizell Winn. 
Ford, Gerald R. Montgomery Wright 
Fountain Moorhead Wyatt 
Fraser Morgan Young, Fla. 
Frenzel Mosher Young, Tex. 
Frey Myers Zwach 

Abzug 
Adams 
·Alexander 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 

NOES-111 
Ashbrook 
Asp in 
Begich 
Biaggl 
Biester 

Bingham 
Blackburn 
Boland 
Burke, Mass. 
Byrne, Pa. 

Byron Hamilton Podell 
Celler Hanley Price, m. 
Chisholm Harrington Pucinski 
Clay Hathaway Rangel 
Cleveland Hechler, W.Va. Robison, N.Y. 
Conyers Heinz Rodino 
Cotter Hicks, Mass. Rosenthal 
Crane Howard Rostenkowskl 
Daniel, Va. Jacobs Rousselot 
Daniels, N.J. Jones, Tenn. Roybal 
Danielson Karth St Germain 
Davis. S.C. Keating Sarbanes 
Delaney King Scheuer 
Dellums Koch Schmitz 
Dent Kyros Seiberling 
Devine McKay Shipley 
Donohue Madden Slack 
Dow Mazzoli Snyder 
Drinan Miller, Calif. Staggers 
Edwards, Calif. Miller, Ohio Steele 
Eilberg Mills, Ark. Steiger, Wis. 
Eshleman Mink Stratton 
Flood Mitchell Symington 
Flynt Monagan Teague, Tex. 
Fulton Moss Vanik 
Garmatz Murphy, Ill. Wolff 
Gaydos Nix Wylie 
Giaimo Obey Wyman 
Goldwater O'Neill Yates 
Goodling Patten Yatron 
Grasso Perkins Zablocki 
Gray Pike 
Green, Pa. Pirnie 

NOT VOTING-127 
Abernethy Forsythe 
Abourezk Frelinghuysen 
Addabbo Fuqua 
Anderson, Gallagher 

Calif. Gettys 
Annunzio Gibbons 
Badillo Griffiths 
Baker Hagan 
Bell Halpern 
Betts .Hansen, Wash. 
Blanton Harvey 
Boggs Hawkins 
Brasco Hays 
Broomfield Hebert 
Burke, Fla. Heckler, Mass. 
Caffery Hillis 
Carey, N.Y. Holifield 
Carney Hull 
Carter Hungate 
Chamberlain !chord 
Clancy Keith 
Clark Kemp 
Clawson, Del Kluczynski 
Collins, Ill. Kuykendall 
Conte Landrum 
Corman Lennon 
Coughlin Lloyd 
CUrlin Long, La. 
Davis, Ga. Lujan 
Davis, Wis. McClory 
Dennis McDade 
Derwinskl McDonald, 
Dickinson Mich. 
Diggs McEwen 
Dingell McKinney 
Dowdy McMillan 
Dulski Macdonald, 
Dwyer Mass. 
Edmondson Melcher 
Edwards, Ala. Metcalfe 
Esch Michel 
Evins, Tenn. Minshall 
Fascell Mollohan 
Ford, Murphy, N.Y. 

William D. Nelsen 

Nich 1 
O'Hara 
Passman 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Peyser 
Pryor, Ark. 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rarick 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa.. 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ryan 
Saylor 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Springer 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Talcott 
Terry 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thone 
Tiernan 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Veysey 
Waldie 
Whalen 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H. 
Wydler 
Zion 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill CS. 
3726) to extend and amend the Export 
Administration Act of 1969 to afford 
more equal export opportunity, to estab­
lish a Council on International Economic 
Policy, and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
of the managers be read in lieu of the 
report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 

(For conference report and statement .. 
see proceedings of the House of August 
15, 1972.) 

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the statement of 
the managers be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, I would like to ask a ques­
tion. I do not object. All of us would 
like to leave because we have had a long 
week, but I would like to know if the 
chairman is prepared to give a few min-

, utes or so to those of us who have some­
thing to say. 

Mr. PATMAN. I will certainly be de­
lighted to. 

Mr. DENT. I thank the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. ' 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, this measure returns from 

conference with two titles designed to 
promote American exports and increase 
employment here in the United States. 

Title I of the bill extends and amends 
the Export Administration Act of 1969 
and requires that the Secretary of Com­
merce· act expeditiously to eliminate uni­
lateral controls on the export of peace­
ful, nonstrategic goods. 

The conferees adopted Senate provi­
sions which would require the Secretary 
of Commerce to investigate which items 
should no longer be subject to export 
controls because they are not significant 
to the national security of the United 
States and require the President to re­
move unilateral export controls on items 
he determines are available in significant 
quantity and quality comparable to those 
produced here, except when he deter­
mines that the absence of controls would 
prove detrimental to our national 
security. 

Another Senate provision adopted by 
the conferees requires that the Secre­
tary of Commerce report to the Congress 
not later than 9 months after the date 
of enactment of this act concerning steps 
he has taken to reduce our unilateral 
controls, and a provision that the Secre­
tary of Commerce shall report items and 
information subject to control procedures 
which are more burdensome than proce­
dures of our allies. 

The conferees also adopted a Senate 
provision which requires the Secretary of 
Commerce to establish technical advisory 
committees to assist in reducing both 
unilateral and multilateral export con­
trols. The House receded to the Senate 
with an amendment which eliminated 
the requirement that the members of any 
such committee be compensated. The 
House conferees substituted a provision 
which authorizes the Secretary to reim­
burse any such member for travel and 
subsistence, when appropriate, upon re­
quest of the member. 

The Senate provisions of title I agreed 
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to by the House constituted an explicit 
expression of the legislative intent indi­
cated by your Committee on Banking and 
Currency in House Report 92-1260. In 
that report we indicated that the re­
quired reviews and revisions established 
in the 1969 act to be made by the Sec­
retary of Commerce have not been made 
promptly and that consultations with in­
dustry have left much to be desired. The 
House report indicated that there shall 
be established technical advisory com­
mittees composed of representatives of 
relevant Federal agencies and relevant 
producers for each group of commodities 
which is subject to export controls be­
cause of its significance to national se­
curity and which is difficult to evaluate 
for technical reasons. 

The House report further indicated 
that such committees should be activated 
expeditiously, with emphasis on · com­
modity groups for which there is a signif­
icant export potential, and that such 
committee should have representatives 
from producers of the commodities to be 
reviewed. The House report further 
stated that consultative reviews should 
include the commodities under both 
multilateral control and unilateral con­
trol. 

The House gave this expression of leg­
islative intent in order to clarify the 
meaning of section 4 (a) (1) and section 
5 (a) of the 1969 act. The Senate provi­
sions agreed to by the House conferees 
are entirely consistent with the action 
taken by the House in consideration and 

·passage of H.R. 15989. 
Title II· of the bill creates on a tem­

poral:Y, statutory basis until June 30, 
: 1973, a · Council on International Eco­
nomic Policy in the Executive Office of 
the President. We are very hopeful that 
this Council can provide, on a statutory 
basis, an even better focus on solutions of 
U.S. trade, foreign investment, and 
monetary problems than has been the 
case until now. 

The establishment of a linkage between 
the executive and the Congress in the 

·forging of a more rational international 
economic policy, and in developing more 
consistency between domestic and inter­
national economic policy can be achieved 
with adoption of the title in the Senate 
bill. 

The purpose of this Council is to pro­
vide for closer interagency coordination 
because there are many departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government 
operating in the international economic 
policy area, often at cross-purposes and 
because better coordination is needed be­
tween domestic and foreign · economic 
policy. 

The membership of the Council in­
cludes the President and nine Cabinet 
officers and executive office officials. The 
duties of the Council include advising 
and assisting the President in the prep­
aration of an International Economic 
Report, reviewing the policies of the 
many agencies operating in the interna­
tional economic policy area, and making 
recommendations to the President for 
improving and making more consistent 
our international economic policy. 

The Senate bill provided that the Pres­
ident, with the assistance of the Council, 

shall submit an annual international 
economic report to the Congress. 

The Senate bill further provided for a 
Council staff to be headed by an Execu­
tive Director. The Executive Director 
would be required to keep the appropri­
ate committees of both the House and 
the Senate fully and currently informed 
regarding the activities of the Council. 

The Senate bill authorized $1,400,000 
for the Council for fiscal year 1973 and 
provided that the legislation creating the 
Council shall expire on June 30, 1973, un­
less specifically extended by legislation 
enacted by the Congress. 

The House amendments contained no 
similar provision. Among the amend­
ments to the Senate provision accepted 
by_ the House conferees there was the 
provision that, in connection with the 
duty of the Council to review the activi­
ties and the policies of the U.S. Govern­
ment, there was stricken explicit refer­
ence to a specific international agree­
ment and to specific trading partners. 
The conferees agreed that ·the remain­
ing language was broad enough to allow 
the C unci! to review any such trade 
relationships. 

In connection with the appointment 
of an Executive Director for the Coun­
cil, it was agreed to delete the require­
ment that he be an assistant to the 
President. 

The conferees unanimously agreed 
that the work of the Council and the 
report of the President shall include 
the following objectives: 

First, strengthening the U.S. competi­
tive position in world trade; 

Second, achieving equilibrium in inter­
national payment accounts of the 
United States; 

Third, increasing exports of goods and 
services; 

Fourth, protecting and improving the 
earnings of foreign investments conso­
nant with the concepts of tax equity and 
the need for domestic investment; 

Fifth, achieving freedom of movement 
of people, goods, capital, information, 
and technology on a reciprocal and 
worldwide basis; 

Sixth, increasing the real employment 
and income of workers and consumers 
on the basis of international economic 
activity; and 

Seventh, preserving the diversified in­
dustrial base of the United States. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CULVER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I regret the complete re­

treat of the House conferees on the ques­
tion of confirmation of the Executive 
Director by the Senate. In addition, in 
the colloquy this afternoon, I hope to 
clarify this question of appearances by 
the Executive Director before congres­
sional committees and his availability for 
normal committee hearings. However, we 
did, in our action on the floor, provide 
one safety valve in the insistance that 
the authorized life of the Council not 
extend beyond June 30, 1973, unless there 

is affirmative renewal by the Congress. 
This will clearly put the burden on the 
Executive to prove and establish that the 
Council is the best mechanism for co­
ordinating U.S. foreign economic policy, 
and on the Council and its Executive 
Director to, in fact, fulfill their declared 
intention of keeping the Congress fully 
and currently informed. The Subcom­
mittee on Foreign Economic Policy will 
for one closely . monitor the activities of 
the Council and will await the unstinted 
cooperation of the Executive Director 
and the other members of the Council. 

The most appropriate administrative 
structure for the harmonization of 
foreign economic policy is a complex 
question and is currently the basis of 
hearings before the Foreign Affairs Com­
mittee. The recommendations from this 
inquiry will be available by the end of 
this Congress. 

The results of these hearings should 
better equip Congress to carefully moni­
tor the work of CIEP. In addition, it 
should help us make a judgment on the 
desirability of its existence as a statutory 
body and the discharge of its obligation 
to be accountable and responsive to 
proper congressional involvement in this 
extremely critical area of U.S. foreign 
policy. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, I realize 
the imperative necessity to act promptly 
on the provision in the legislation which 
repeals the Presidents order limiting the 
export of cattle hides. If this order is 
permitted to stand it would result in 
an increase in the cost of dressed beef 
to the consumer and a reduction in the 
return to the farmer on the hide. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report and 
yield myself such time as I may con­
.sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the con­
ference report. This bill extends and 
amends the Export· Administration Act 
of 1969 and establishes a Council on In­
ternational Economic Policy. 

Title I of the bill amends the Export 
Administration Act and requires that 
the Secretary of Commerce move swift­
ly to end unilateral u.s. controls on 
the exports of peaceful nonstrategic 
goods. This will have the effect of pro­
moting American exports and increas­
ing jobs here in the United States by 
allowinJ' our industries to better com­
pete in the Eastern European market. 
Of course, we will still maintain controls 
on those goods of strategic and national 
security importance. 

Title II of this bill gives a statutory 
imprint to a Council on International 
Economic policy within the Executive 
Office of the President. This Council, 
which was created by presidential me­
morandum in January 1971, has been 
in existence for the last 18 months, but 
has been crippled because of a lack of 
funds and because it did not have statu­
tory approval. What the Congress is 
doing here is to give the Council legis­
lative sanction and assuring that the 
Congress is in a better position to be in­
formed of and to review the operations 
of the Council. 

The legislation specifically requires 
that the appropriate congressional com-
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mittees be kept fully and currently in­
formed regarding the activities of the 
Council. This is a specific responsibility 
of the Executive Director of the Council. 

Since there has been some misunder­
standing as to what this provision re­
quires, I would like to make the record 
clear. 

The conference committee considered 
this question during three session which 
were held on the bill. It was agreed that 
the "fully and currently informed" pro­
visions does not require the Executive 
Director to testify formally before con­
gressional committees. The conference 
committee specifically rejected a propo­
sition that the Executive Director be 
required to testify. It also rejected a pro­
posal that such an understanding be 
included in the statement of managers. 

Although the legislation does not men­
tion that the Executive Director of the 
Council is to be an assistant to the Presi­
dent, it is a possibility that the Presi­
dent would appoint a Presidential as­
sitant to that position as is the situation 
now. In such a case, it is not intended 
to alter the longstanding tradition that 
those who _hold such a position and 
therefore have a personal and confi­
dential staff relationship to the Presi­
dent do not testify. 

However, as I stated earlier, it is un­
derstood that the Executive Director 
shall keep the enumerated committees 
fully and currently informed of the 
Council's activities. This will assure an 
adequate exchange of views and informa­
tion. I have been assured that the Execu­
tive Director of CIEP will make himself 
available for informal meetings and 
briefings with Members and committees 
of the Congress. 

Additionally, the annual report by t:Pe 
President on ir.ternational economic mat­
ters which is required by the bill is 
another available means of keeping the 
Congress informed. · 

Beyond all this, however, Congress has 
retained direct control over the Council 
by giving it a short life. The legislation 
will expire in June of 1973. If the Council 
is not forthcoming during this period 
the Congress need not extend its life. 

Fundamentally, what the conferees 
agreed to on this title is very similiar 
to the action the House took on August 3 
before it struck this title from the bill. 
The only exception is that the House had 
agreed to an amendment by a voice vote 
which required Senate confirmation of 
the Executive Director. Since this was 
not in the Senate bill, it was not a point 
of discussion in conference. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the conferees 
have come up with a good bill. I think we 
will have a good relationship with the 
Council, and I certainly think we should 
give it a trial run. 

I recommend that the House accept 
the conference report. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. AsHLEY). 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time simply to point out to the member­
ship of the House that the items in dis­
agreement between the House conferees 
and the Senate were very few. 

As all of you know, the amendment 
which would diminish the control of 

agricultural exports was in both the 
House and Senate versions of this legis­
lation. So, obviously, that was beyond the 
consideration of the conference. 

The major item in disagreement was 
with respect to the statutory establish­
ment of a Council on International Eco­
nomic Policy. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to the 
membership that the House conferees 
sought to insist on the action taken by 
the House. Finally, it was the thought 
and the decision of the House conferees 
by a vote of some 6 to 3, the six being 
equally divided between the majority and 
minority party members, that the Senate 
version be retained. There were three 
that were in disagreement. 

That was the only major item in dis­
agreement. It was resolved, as you find 
expressed in the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CULVER. I appreciate the gentle­

man yielding. I have a question at this 
point in the debate, and that is I am 
concerned with the interpretation given 
to the conference report by the gentle­
man from New Jersey as well as remarks 
on the floor of the other body by one 
minority Senate conferee regarding the 
understanding of the conferees with re­
spect to the issue of accountability to the 
Congress by the executive director. 

As the gentleman from Ohio knows, I 
believe the House voted clearly and 
emphatically on this issue in the course 
of the debates a week ago. 

I wonder whether or not the gentle­
man from Ohio a manager on the part 
of the House in the conference would be 
good enough to state his understanding 
concerning the obligation of the Execu­
tive Director to appear before the ap­
propriate committees of the Congress 
enumerated in the conference report. 
Is this understood as an obligation on 
behalf of the executive director to ap­
pear before the committees in the regular 
course-or had that issue actually been 
considered and resolved as indicated by 
the statement earlier by the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. ASHLEY. It is my very firm under­
standing, I will say to my friend, the gen­
tleman from Iowa, it was the consensus 
of the conferees, of both the House and 
Senate, that this issue be obviated by 
striking the Senate language that would 
have provided that executive director 
shall be a special assistant to the 
President. 

Now there is nothing that would say 
an executive director, if he is simply ap­
pointed and holds no other position, 
should not appear before the appropriate 
committees of the Congress. Why on 
earth should he not? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ASHLEY. We sought to obviate 

the issue of Presidential prerogative with 
respect to confidentiality and privilege 
by striking the language-"shall be a 
special assistance to the President." We 
simply placed the focus on the duties of 
an Executive Director, which we felt 
would embrace a task of considerable 
scope and importance. 

But we did not-and I repeat-we 
did not resolve the question of the avail­
ability or the nonavailability of an Ex­
ecutive Director who prospectively might 
also be a special assistant to the Presi­
dent. 

Now that is my firm understanding, 
notwithstanding the comments of the 
gentleman from New Jersey and of a . 
minority conferee from the other body. 

Mr. WYLIE. I think that would be the 
understanding of the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. ASHLEY. I will go further and 
say that it was the intent of all of the 
conferees that there be no explicit lan­
guage requiring or exempting the ap­
pearance of the Executive Director 
formally before committees if he hap­
pens to be a personal assistant to the 
President. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentle­
man from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I concur 
in the views expressed by the gentle­
man from Ohio <Mr. AsHLEY) . It was 
the consensus of the conferees that they 
wanted this Executive Director to ap­
pear before congressional committees, 
and by using the title, "Assistant to the 
President"-it was felt that that lan­
guage would be sufficient to excuse him. 
from testifying before congressional 
committees. In order to get away from 
that contention, we agreed to strike out 
that he would be "Assistant to the Presi­
dent," so he would not be Assistant to 
the President. 

Therefore, although the law does not 
require him to appear before congres­
sional committees, in striking out that 
language, "Assistant to the President," 
which it was insisted would exempt him 
from appearing, of course, that leaves 
him where he will have to appear before 
congressional committees. And if he 
does not, the law will expire 10 months 
from now, and I assure you that the 
President will have a difficult time get­
ting an Executive Director who has re­
fused to appear before congressional 
committees. 

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON). 

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to ask a couple of 
simple questions. Basically it is what 
came out of our committee; would the 
gentleman from Ohio agree? 

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, it is. 
Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Accord­

ing to the report, 23 members of our com­
mittee voted for this bill? 

Mr. ASHLEY. That is true. 
Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. There 

were two who voted against, and one who 
was present. 

Am I correct on that? 
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Mr. ASHLEY. The gentleman is cor­
rect. 

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. We got 
into a mixture of hides and leather, and 
all that business. Would the gentleman 
from Ohio agree that I led the fight 
against hides in the committee when 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GoN­
ZALEZ) brought it up? We fought hard, 
and we fought long, and we lost. 

Mr. ASHLEY. We lost. 
Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. I am go­

ing to vote strongly for this legislation 
today, Mr. Speaker. As the chairman 
mentioned, the other body passed the 
legislation, and we need the legislation; 
am I right or wrong? 

Mr. ASHLEY. The gentleman is ac­
curate. 

(Mr. MAYNE, at the request of Mr. 
WIDNALL, was granted permission to ex­
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD). 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report. 
It is urgently necessary that it be adopt­
ed today before the beginning of the con­
gl·essional recess. I am, of course, deeply 
concerned about the w1settling effect 
which uncertainty about this legislation's 
being enacted is having on the hide and 
cattle market. I therefore urge all Mem­
bers to vote in favor of the report, which 
will make it clear once and for all that 
neither the Secretary of Commerce nor 
any other governmental official has the 
power to limit our free market in hides 
both at home and abroad, which is so 
essential to our livestock industry. 

Surely the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts <Mr. BuRKE) cannot be serious 
when he states this salutary legislation 
is being hurried to a vote without suf­
ficient consideration. This House debated 
all the issues before us today at great 
length when the bill first passed the 
House on July 15. It was again discussed 
at some length in debate on the rule on 
Wednesday of this week. 

I am certain that we all realize that 
this Nation would have an even greater 
deficit in our balance of trade but for our 
export of American agricultural produce. 
Artificially limiting the export of our 
agricultural produce through em~argoes, 
such as the embargo on export of hides, 
contradicts the established policy of this 
country to foster growth in our export 
markets and to promote freer trade be­
tween the nations. Limiting the export of 
hides gives one domestic industry ad­
vantages at the expense and detriment 
of another. We should be encouraging, 
not limiting, hide exports in order to im­
prove our balance-of-payments picture 
and strengthen the dollar at home and 
abroad. 

When the bottom dropped out of the 
hide market several years ago, our cat­
tle producers had to develop new hide 
markets abroad at their own consider­
able effort and expense. Having now de­
veloped a :flourishing expor~ market 
abroad, they should not be deprived of 
the right to sell in a free market, even 
to foreign purchasers who outbid Amer­
ican domestic customers. The order to 
limit hide exports has already had a de­
pressant effect on the market prices of 
cattle. Maintenance of healthy foreign 

export markets for American agricul­
tural produce, including cattle hides, 
clearly has long-term benefits not only 
for the farmer and cattle feeder, but also 
for the consumer. Enactment into law of 
the Export Administration Act extension 
provisions as reported by the conference 
is essential if we are to see to it that no 
official can place a lid on exports of hides 
and other agricultural commodities. I 
strongly urge the House to vote for adop­
tion of the conference report. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. BLACKBURN). 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I appreciate the attitude of most of 
the Members, because I share your im­
patience with our being here again this 
week on a matter that was decisively 
voted on by the House on two previous 
occasions. I think it is proper that we do 
review for judgment what has led to 
this particular moment on the last day, 
practically the last hour in this session, 
when we are all anxious to get on about 
our business, either at the convention 
in Miami, or perhaps on our private 
vacations and other matters that would 
take us away from Washington. 

The only occasion on which this House 
could have dealt with this legislation 
realistically and fairly was settled weeks 
ago when it first came up. On that oc­
casion the House acted decisively and 
said: "We do not want that Trade Ad­
visory Council." They said it so decisively 
that no one even bothered to ask for a 
vote, and that is the only time when the 
House could have exercised its judgment 
freely. But what has happened in the 
meantime? 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Is it 
not true that the conferees on the part 
of the House, despite the way the House 
spoke and in spite of the message we 
gave them, went over there and caved in 
in the fastest fashion in the history of 
this Congress? 

Mr. BLACKBURN. I think it is fair 
to pronounce as a matter of fact that out 
of the 10 House conferees, only one con­
feree defendetl the position of the House 
on the floor of this House, and I happen 
to be that one. When we got to the con­
ference, I said, "You fellows have the 
votes, and you can put through what­
ever agreement you want to, but when 
we get back to the House, if there is 
any way I ~an beat you, I will beat you 
again." 

They have all the cards. They have an 
illegal Executive order over the heads of 
Members who have cattle producers in 
their districts. They say they will not 
enforce the rules unless we vote for their 
trade council. That is why we cannot 
have a fair vote. It is much easier to 
bring it up under these circumstances. 
They say, "You buy this bill or you who 
have cattle in your district will be hurt­
ing.'' That ,is why we are seeing people 
today voting exactly the opposite on the 
rule than they did on the floor the other 
day. 

I do not submit to such treatment 
very kindly. Perhaps some others do. 

Last night one of the issues on the bill 
we were voting on was the fact that if 
we would not agree on what the Senate 
wanted, the Senate said they would dis­
agree and then the students would not 
be able to get their loans. I am proud the 
House saic: it wanted to put in its pro­
visions and see what the Senate would 
do. The Senate caved in this morning 
in less than 2 minutes. 

We are setting another precedent for 
the Senate today We are saying: Do not 
worry. We will stall around and submit 
eventually. I say what is at issue is not 
the International Trade Council and it 
is not the extension of the Act. It is 
the integrity of the House which is at 
issue today. That is why I have no re­
luctance to stand here and tell the Mem­
bers I intend to vote against this con­
ference report. It is the only way to 
send the message to the Senate or to the 
White House that the House does have 
a will and when it exercises its will it 
intends to stand behind it. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge rejection of the 
conference report. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn­
sylvania <Mr. DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I think we 
are neglecting the most important item 
before us. This is the strategic raw mate­
rial which is limited in supply. No mat­
ter what the demand is, the supply can­
not meet that demand and there is a 
question of balancing what we call pay­
ments against what is known to be the 
need. 

The American hide industry, while be­
ing so important that it has to be reg­
ulated by the export-import control, still 
is given little importance in its position as 
a strategic limited material. No nation on 
the face of the earth allows any raw 
material to be exported until the de­
mands of that nation are met. If this 
committee sincerely and if the hide peo­
ple sincerely have the interest of this 
Nation and its people at heart, it is such 
an easy formula to follow. Hides are 
bought on futures. So if we establish a 
cutoff date for the purchase orders of 
futures by American consumers of hides, 
we could do it on the basis of our needs 
and requirements. We could do it at 
world prices, if you please, although most 
of us know who have made any study at 
all of the economics of trade, that sooner 
or later we are going to have to get into 
national parity prices on trade with the 
nations that deal with us and which we 
deal with. But here we are saying yes, we 
know we need hides, and we know we can 
get higher prices from foreigners, so we 
are selling 8 million hides at $160 million 
on a balance of trade. We are importing 
360 million pairs of shoes. 

Twenty pairs to the hide that is sold, 
plus the plastics. 

We have forced ow·selves in this coun­
try into making the shoddiest products 
that any nation makes. A backward na­
tion does not make any more shoddy a 
product than we foist off. 

Shoes, clothes, television sets, radios, 
automobiles-forced by the low-cost 
competition to reduce our quality and 
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produce a shoddy product, so that I am 
ashamed to say it makes me sometimes 
wonder what has happened to that pride 
so many people used to have when they 
said, "Made in America." 

Shoes. Yes, I got shoes. You got shoes. 
All God's children got shoes. Thanks to 
Italy, thanks to France, thanks to 
Sweden, thanks to Brazil thanks, to 
Portugal, thanks to Spain, thanks to 
Great Britain we all got shoes. 

Maybe they are trying to put us back 
on our feet-our bare feet. 

Let me tell all the Members something. 
It took 110 years to build the shoe indus­
try in America to an adequacy for the 
needs of this country. It took 110 :y:ears, 
and we have dissipated that in the last 
20 years. And only because of hides. 

On this :floor less than 12 years ago I 
reported from my hearings on the im­
pact of imports on employment. I told 
this House what would happen, and it is 

' in the RECORD. , . 
· The SPEAKER. The time of th~ gen­
. tleman from Pennsylvania has expi:red. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
. the gentleman·1 additional minu.te. 

Mr. DENT. I said that the day would 
come, within the next decade-and I am 
a few years out of liiie-that w~ would 

·find the policy of our State Department, 
. implemented by our Agriculture and 
Commerce Departments, sending sales-
men all over the world, selling hides, 
loaning them the money to , buy hides. 
With our money, that did not cost them 
anything, they started in the market­
place and outbid the American hide tan­
neries. We lost 87 or 88 percent of all 
the tanneries of the United States, and 
we gave them the hides. They started 
their tanneries and started their shoe 
factories. 

I visited one of the highest :-;>rice shoe 
factories in the world, in Italy, that ships 
ladies' shoes to the United States. Those 
shoes sell anywhere from $40 to $65 a 
pair. And the workers were earning 70 
cents an hour. 

Go ahead. This is what you have done. 
And I am guilty of it, and I plead before 
you to forgive me. 

I transferred the interest of certain 
Members of this Congress on this legisla­
tion from what they conceded to be a 
very bad feature-! agree with them­
the feature of the unaccountability of 
the Commission. That was shifted to 
hides, and they shifted their whole posi_­
tion on the bill, and have now crucified 
both my shoeworkers and themselves. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. WYLIE). 

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman 
from New Jersey for yielding me this 
time to speak in opposition to this con­
ference report. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. CuLVER) asked about the accounta­
bility of the Executive Director of this 
new international economic agency. I be­
lieve if he Will read the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD for August 15 during the Senate 
consideration of this conference report, 
which is reported on page 28242, there 
is light shed on the question. Mr. BEN­
NETT, in presenting the conference re­
port, said: 

It was agreed that the "fully and cur- it." The Council on Economic Policy is 
rently informed" provision does not require not needed to accomplish anything ad­
the executive director of the council totes- ditional-there is a council in existence 
tify formally before Congressional commit- at the present time by Executive order­
tees. But I have been assured, he continues h 
that the executive director will make him- except that it will provide 30 people wit 
self available for informal meetings and jobs, and I suppose there is something to 
briefings with Members and committees of be said for that. 
congress. Members of the House, I urge rejec-

tion of the conference report. 
Well, is that not nice? Some of you will Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 

be able to have breakfast with the Execu- 2 minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
tive Director and find out what is going from Massachusetts <Mr. BURKE). 
on. There is no accountability provided Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
for in the conference report, and Senator Speaker, I am very reluctant to take the 
BENNETT recognized that and said so. 
This bill started out as a simple exten- time of the House today, but this is the 
sion of the Export Administration Act, way we are always presented with prob­
norm.ally referred to as the Export Con- lems of this type. 
trol Act, which expired on August 1, 1972. I want to point out in the New England 
That bill was introduced last year. There area 115 shoe factories closed since 1965, 

and we have tanneries closing up there. 
appears to be no objection to extending we have shoe factories today that can-
the Export Administration Act to June not get the hides from the tanneries be-
30, 1974, and I certainly would not have cause the best grades of hides are _being 
any. objection. to that. That bill would sent overseas for the liighest prices they have passed easily and without fanfare. 

But· the other body had to add a title can get there. We have to start concern­
. providing for a council on Economic : ing ourselves in America with Ainericah 
Policy, which would provide a new stat- industries and American jobs . 

· · 'th th · We are only pleading here to keep the 
utozy Federal ·agency Wl an au on- . American people working, and by pass­zation of $1.4 million for the current fis-
cal year and the Banking and currency ing legislation like this you ·are ·kiting 
Committee fell in · line. I have consist- up the welfare rolls of our Nation, you 
ently objected to this as a duplication are depriving . :people who want t~e ?P-

. which is not needed and would be a waste portunity to . wo.rk from getting a JO!l, 
of $1.4 million of the taxpayers' money. · you are forcmg them on welfare, and 

You will recall, as. the gentleman from you are getting them accustomed to the 
Georgia, Mr. BLACKBURN, mentioned, this welfare syste~. . . . 
House rejected the-Council on Interna- We are facmg a $! billion deficit I~ 
tiona! Economic Policy previously and on our trade balance this year. There has 
Tuesday again rejected by an over- been one devaluation .of ~e dollar at­
whelming vote a resolution which would ready, and we are gomg to face so~e 
have waived the 3-day rule for all con- more. And within 1 year some of the peo­
ference reports. ple who will vote for this bill today will 

Those of us who have been keeping an be doing the greatest flip-:fiop in history 
eye on this bill were not fooled by that trying to repeal it. 
resolution on Tuesday. We knew S. 3726 Now, everybody talks about the Burke .. 
would be back when it was defeated on Hartke bill, and the only reason this bill 
Tuesday and the advocates of that res..:. was not before the Committee on Ways 
-olution, ~ure enough, went immediately and Means-and, believe me, this is a 
to the Committee on Rules and came trade bill from one end to the other­
back with this special resolution today but, if this bill was ever considered in 
would apply only to one conference the House Committee on Ways and 
1·eport. Means, I would have offered an amend-

This bill is like Hydra; every time you ment attaching the Burke-Hartke bill to 
chop off a head two more pop up. it. I have said before that I filed the 

I think we should separate the Council Burke-Hartke bill to bring to the atten­
on International Economic Policy from tion of the American people the prob­
the Export Control Act and pass that act, lems that we are faced with in our inter­
which I am sure we can do very quickly, national trade. 
and vote up or down this Council on In- The SPEAKER. Tlle time of the gen-
ternational Economic Policy. tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

The Senate added language which Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
would also terminate the statutory life Speaker, will the gentleman from Texas 
of this council on June 30, so its life is yield me some additional time? 
limited even before it is created. If the Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
legislation is approved today-and it's ask the minority side to use their time, 
almost certain it will be-the council we have only 4 minutes total remaining. 
must obtain an appropration for fund- The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
ing, and by the time that is accomplished from New Jersey desire to yield time to 
it will have maybe 4 or 5 months to spend the gentleman from Massachusetts? 
$1.4 million. Th~r. the members of the Mr.' WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
Council on International Economic Pol- back the balance of my time. 
icy will be back before the Congress say- Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
ing, "We have not had enough time to additional minute to the gentleman from 
get our information and our reports to- Massachusetts <Mr. BURKE). 
gether as to recommendations for a bet- Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
ter understanding of foreign economic gentleman yield? 
policy, so we are asking the Congress to Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Yes, I 
continue the counc.il for an additional so will yield to the gentleman from Massa­
many years and we need an additional so chusetts, but before I do so I wish to say 
many millions of dollars in order to do that these are the types of tactics that 
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we are facing here. This is why America 
is losing the fight. They come in here 
and steamroll a bill through, ram it 
down your throat, and then America 
suffers a $7 billion deficit in trade this 
year and they will give us only a minute 
for debate. 

I yield to the gentleman from Massa­
chusetts. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to associate myself with the re­
marks of the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I con­
cur in everything. that the gentleman has 
said about the impact of this bill, and 
also about the tactics that are being 
utilized to push it through today. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the gen­
tleman from Massachusetts has no com­
plaint, since we have yielded time to him 
three different times with the remaining 
time that we had. · 

Now, since the gentleman from New 
Jersey, (Mr. WIDNALL) has used his time, 
and we have used our time for all practi­
cal purposes, I will ask for a vote on the 
conference report. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, this con­
ference report contains a provision of 
utmost importance to cattle raisers, ship­
pers, longshoremen, and other workers 
throughout the Nation. 

The provision revoking authority of 
the President to restrict hide exports 
under the Export Administration Act is 
not in controversy so far as the confer­
ence report is concerned. Both Houses 
of Congress have gone on record oppos­
ing the action restricting the export of 
cattle hides and revoking the authority 
that was used. 

As I indicated in my statement on the 
floor on August 2 when this matter was 
before us, the sudden action by the Sec­
retary of Commerce has resulted in a se­
vere and unanticipated hardship, not 
only for the ranchers and farmers, but 
also to the shipping industry and related 
activities. In my own district, it will mean 
the loss of hundreds of thousands of dol­
lars and a number of jobs in the mari­
time industry in a county that already 
has 6.8 percent unemployment. 

Congress did not intend for this act 
or any other to be used to transfer un­
employment from one section of the 
country to another. At this point, time 
is of the essence. Hides are waiting on 
the docks in Galveston. Transportation 
has been arranged. Purchasers are await­
ing delivery. 

The House should again join the Sen­
ate in telling the President that we do 
not approve of these export restrictions 
and that we are expressly revoking the 
authority to impose them, including the 
authority to issue the regulations under 
some other less specific statutory provi­
sion as he has attempted to do since the 
expiration of the Export Administration 
Act. 

Even if this conference report is not 
adopted, there should be no question 
that Congress does not want the Execu­
tive to have the authority to continue 
this program. That provision is not in 
disagreement in conference. Incidental­
ly, I understand that the administration 
is having great difficulty in initiating the 

proposed quota system and that even 
they would prefer to drop the program. 
To remove all doubt, the House should 
adopt this report today and send it to the 
President for signature. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I am voting 
against the conference report to accom­
pany S. 3726 because I object to title II 
which would create a Council on Inter­
national Economic Policy to create a 
costly bureaucracy under leadership 
which I seriously question. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Sp.eaker, it is 
most important that the House of Repre­
sentatives take action upon the confer­
ence report relating to the extension of 
the Export Administration Act before we 
recess for 2 weeks for the Republican Na­
tional Convention. 

As we all know, the Department of 
Commerce has recently imposed controls 
on the export of cattlehides from the 
United States, and the extension of the 
Export Administration Act as passed by 
both Houses of Congress would legisla­
tively remove these controls by the De­
partment. 

It is important that we take action on 
this legislation before the recess not only 
because I firmly believe this legislation 
to be fully justified, but in addition, any 
stalling or indecision on the part of the 
Congress until September would only 
create a chaotic situation in the entire 
cattlehide industry, both domestic and 
export. 

The export control program as ordered 
by the Commerce Department is sched­
uled to go into effect September 1, 1972. 
After that time exporters will be re­
quired to purchase export tickets from a 
cattlehide producer and then to present 
the tickets to the Office of Export Con­
trol in order to obtain an export license. 

Since the Commerce Department is 
planning to issue these export tickets 
starting August 17, 1972, the urgency of 
our taking final action on this legislation 
becomes completely apparent. Failure to 
do so will mean that cattlehide business­
men will be faced with the prospect of 
having to obtain export tickets which 
might or might not prove to be worthless, 
and these people would be forced to make 
business decisions in a state of complete 
uncertainty. 

I also urge that action be taken before 
the recess on the Export Administration 
Act which has already lapsed, otherwise 
the export control program will be de­
pendent upon the authority vested in the 
Trading with the Enemy Act. Since the 
Trading With the Enemy Act is very 
broad in its power and has a minimum of 
statutory safeguards or restrictions, I do 
not believe that its use should be con­
tinued for the purpose of general export 
control beyond the time or the occasions 
where it is really necessary. Furthermore, 
unlike the Export Administration Act, 
the Trading with the Enemy Act pro­
vides only for criminal penalties and does 
not provide for the imposition of mone­
tary civil penalties. 

Mr. Speaker, for the very important 
reasons I have cited, I strongly urge that 
we take final action upon the conference 
report on the Export Administration Act 
today, and that we pass this most needed 
piece of legislation to give justice to our 

cattlehide producers and exporters. In 
this time of a serious balance of pay­
ments deficit for the United States, it 
simply makes no sense to cut off the ex­
port of a valuable commodity which is 
helping the national income of this Na­
tion. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, as all the 
Members know very well, my congres­
sional district suffered unbelievable dam­
age when Tropical Storm Agnes struck 
on June 23, with such force and devasta­
tion that the experts tell me that the 
total damages will reach $1 billion, in­
cluding homes, businesses, public utili­
ties, roads, bridges, farms and railroads. 
Just imagine; $1 billion damage in one 
congressional district. Hard to imagine 
but true. . 

And, as the saying goes, we need all 
the help we can get-and we need it now. 

One vital segment of our economy is 
the shoe manufacturing industry. In fact, 
the State of Pennsylvania ranks either 
one or two nationally in the manufactur­
ing of shoes. And it is very important in 
my congressional district. 

Given the difficulties that I previously 
mentioned, if there is one thing we do not 
need it is a national policy that would 
depress the economic health of the shoe 
manufacturing industry. 

I have specific reference to a policy 
that would ship the very best quality 
hides overseas, and leave the lower grade 
hides here. It is quite obvious that such 
an arrangement would place our shoe 
manufacturers in less than a fair and 
competitive position with those indus­
tries manufacturing overseas and ship­
ping their products to this country for 
sale. Such an arrangement, also, would 
cost the jobs of many of our citizens who 
have spent the greater part of their work­
ing lives in our domestic shoe manufac­
turing industry. They must be protected 
and it is our responsibility as their Rep­
resentatives in the U.S. Congress to do 
so. 

For years I have been a cosponsor of 
the Burke-Hartke bill to protect our Na­
tion's shoe manufacturing in~ustry. 

I rise today in support of it again. We 
should not do anything in this House 
that ·will cause economic grief to one of 
our major industries and one of our 
major employers--the shoe manufactur­
ing industry. 

Let us protect the industry and let us 
protect its workers. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, it is unmis­
takably clear that the intent of the con­
ferees is to free American business from 
unnecessary, outmoded, bureaucratic 
restrictions in trade with Eastern Eu­
rope. United States and CoCom controls 
which discriminate against Americans 
must be done away with immediately if 
we are to get our rightful share of trade 
in this vastly expanding market. With 
the adoption of this conference report, 
we now call upon American industry to 
contribute its technical and commercial 
experience to assist in creating a more 
balanced and realistic export control 
postw·e. Joint industry-Government 
technical advisory committees should, in 
accordance with the provisions and clear­
ly stated objectives of this law, be formed 
as soon as possible in order to avoid fur-
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ther losses to American businessmen, 
and further losses in our balance of trade. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmY 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, may I inquire how much time 
the minority side had left before they 
yielded back their time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 
that the gentleman from New Jersey 
<Mr. WIDNALL) had 16 minutes remain­
ing. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I thank 
the Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the con­
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the conference report. 
The question was taken; and on a 

division (demanded by Mr. BuRKE of 
Massachusetts) there were-ayes 77, 
noes 36. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present and 
make the point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 183, nays 124, not voting 125, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 348] 

YEAS-183 
Anderson, Ill. Findley McClure 
Andrews, Ala. Fish McCollister 
Andrews, Fisher McCormack 

N.Dak. Flowers McCulloch 
Archer Foley McFall 
Ashley Ford, Gerald R. McKay 
Aspinall Fountain McKevitt 
Baring Fraser Mahon 
Belcher Frey Mann 
Bergland Fuqua Martin 
Bevill Galifianakis Mathias, Calif. 
Blatnik Gettys Mathis, Ga. 
Bolling Gonzalez Matsunaga 
Bow Green, Oreg. Mayne 
Brademas Griffin Meeds 
:Brinkley Gross Mikva 
Brooks Grover Miller, Ohio 
Brotzman Gubser Mills, Md. 
Brown, Mich. Gude Mizell 
Brown, Ohio Hall Montgomery 
Broyhill, Va. Halpern Moorhead 
Burleson, Tex. Hammer- Morgan 
Burlison, Mo. schmidt Mosher 
Burton Hanley Murphy, N.Y. 
Byrnes, Wis. Hansen, Idaho Myers 
Cabell Hastings Natcher 
Camp Heinz Nedzi 
Carlson Henderson Obey 
Casey, Tex. Hicks, Wash. O'Hara 
Chappell Hogan O'Konski 
Clausen, Hosmer Patman 

Don H. Hutchinson Perkins 
Collier !chord Pettis 
Collins, Tex. Jarman Pickle 
Conable Johnson, Calif. Poage 
Crane Jones, Ala. Powell 
Culver Jones, N.C. Preyer, N.C. 
Davis, Ga. Kastenmeier Price, Tex. 
de la Garza Kazen Pucinski 
Dellenback Keating Purcell 
Denholm Kyl Quie 
Dennis Landgrebe Randall 
Dorn Latta Rees 
du Pont Leggett Reuss 
Eckhardt Lent Roberts 
Erlenborn Link Robinson, Va. 
Evans, Colo. McCloskey Rogers 

CXVIII--1835-Part 22 

Roncallo 
Roush 
Roy 
Ruth 
Sandman 
Scherle 
Schwenge1 
Sebellus 
Shipley 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 

Snyder Wampler 
Spence Ware 
Stanton, White 

J. William Whitehurst 
Steed Whitten 
Stephens Widnall 
Stratton Wiggins 
Stubblefield Williams 
Taylor Winn 
Thompson, Ga. Wolff 
Thompson, N.J. Wright 
Thomson, Wis. Wyatt 
Udall Young, Tex. 
Vander Jagt Zwach 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 

NAY&-124 
Abbitt Flynt Podell 
Abzug Fulton Poff 
Adams Garmatz Price, Til. 
Alexander Gaydos Rangel 
Anderson, Giaimo Robison, N.Y. 

Tenn. Goodling Rodino 
Aspin Grasso Roe 
Barrett Gray Rooney, Pa. 
Begich Green, Pa. Rosenthal 
Bennett Haley Rostenkowski 
Biaggi Hanna Rousselot 
Biester Harrington Roybal 
Bingham Hathaway St Germain 
Blackburn Hechler, W.Va. Sarbanes 
Boland Helstoski Satterfield 
Broyh11l, N.C. Hicks, Mass. Saylor 
Buchanan Horton Scheuer 
Burke, Mass. Howard Schmitz 
Byrne, Pa. Hunt SeiberUng 
Byron Jacobs Slack 
Carey, N.Y. Johnson, Pa. Smith, Calif. 
Celler Jones, Tenn. Staggers 
Chisholm Karth Stanton, 
Clay King James V. 
Cleveland Koch Steele 
Conover Kyros Steiger, Wis. 
Conyers Long, Md. Stokes 
Cotter Macdonald, Stuckey 
Daniel, Va. Mass. Sullivan 
Daniels, N.J. Madden Symington 
Danielson Mazzoli Teague, Calif. 
Delaney MUler, Calif. Teague, Tex. 
Dellums Mills, Ark. Tiernan 
Dent Minish Vanik 
Donohue Mink Whalley 
Dow Mitchell Wilson, 
Downing Monagan Charles H. 
Drinan Murphy. ill. Wylie 
Duncan Nix Wyman 
Edwards, Calif. O'Neill Yates 
Eilberg Patten Yatron 
Eshleman Pike Zablocki 
Flood Pirnie 

NOT VOTING-125 
Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Badillo 
Baker 
Bell 
Betts 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Brasco 
Bray 
Broomfield 
Burke, Fla. 
Caffery 
Carney 
Carter 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Collins, Ill. 
Colmer 
Conte 
Corman 
Coughlin 
Curlin 
Davis, S.C. 
Davis, Wis. 
Derwin ski 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dowdy 
Dulski 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 

Edwards, Ala. 
Esch 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fascell 
Ford, 

William D. 
Forsythe 
Frelinghuysen 
Frenzel 
Gallagher 
Gibbons 
Goldwater 
Grifilths 
Hagan 

· Hamilton 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harsha 
Harvey 
Hawkins 
Hays 
Hebert 
Heckler, Mass. 
Hillis 
Holifield 
Hull 
Hungate 
Jonas 
Kee 
Keith 
Kemp 
Kluczynski 
Kuykendall 
Landrum 
Lennon 
Lloyd 
Long, La. 
Lujan 
McClory 
McDade 
McDonald, 

Mich. 
McEwen 
McKinney 

McMillan 
Mailliard 
Mallary 
Melcher 
Metcalfe 
Michel 
Minshall 
Mollohan 
Moss 
Nelsen 
Nichols 
Passman 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Peyser 
Pryor, Ark. 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rarick 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ryan 
Schnee bell 
Scott 
Springer 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Talcott 
Terry 
Thone 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Veysey 
Waldie 
Whalen 
Wilson, Bob 
Wydler 
Young, Fla. 
Zion 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Boggs for, with Mr. Rooney of New 

York against. 
Mr. Hebert for, with Mr. Addabbo against. 
Mr. Van Deerlin for, with Mr. Moss against. 
Mr. Ullman for, with Mr. Holifield against. 
Mr. Nichols for, with Mr. Clark against. 
Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Brasco against. 
Mr. Davis of South Carolina for, with Mr. 

Dulski against. 
Mr. Gibbons for, with Mr. Diggs against. 
Mr. Abernethy for, with Mr. Dingell 

against. 
Mr. Caffery for, with Mr. Evins of Tennes­

see against. 
Mr. Thone for, with Mr. COllins of Dlinois 

against. 
Mr. Runnels for, with Mr. Badillo against. 
Mr. Steiger of Arizona for, with Mrs. Grif-

fiths against. 
Mr. Hull for, with Mr. Hawkins against. 
Mr. Fascell for, with Mr. Conte against. 
Mr. Curlin for, with Mr. Devine against. 
Mr. Colmer for, with Mrs. Dwyer against. 
Mr. Hillis for, with Mr. Kluczynski against. 
Mr. Rarick for, with Mr. Metcalfe against. 
Mr. Ashbrook for, with Mr. Mollohan 

against. 
Mr. Bray for, with Mr. Ryan against. 
Mr. Cederberg for, with Mr. Waldie against. 
Mr. Lennon for, with Mrs. Heckler of Mas-

sachusetts against. 
Mr. Rhodes for, with Mr. Burke of Florida 

against. 
Mr. Davis of Wisconsin for, with Mr. Clancy 

against. 
Mr. Blanton for, with Mr. McKinney 

against. 
Mr. Edwards of Alabama for, with Mr. For-

sythe against. 
Mr. Harsha for, with Mr. Annunzio against. 
Mr. McEwen for, with Mr. Carney against. 
Mr. Michel for, with Mr. Kee against. 
Mr. Pelly for, with Mr. Frelinghuysen 

against. 
Mr. Railsback for, with Mr. McDade 

against. 
Mr. Scott for, with Mr. Coughlin against. 
Mr. Springer for, with Mr. Frenzel against. 
Mr. Talcott for, with Mr. Wydler against. 
Mr. Veysey for, with Mr. Young of Florida 

against. 
Mr. Whalen for, with Mr. Carter against. 
Mr. Zion for, with Mr. Harvey against. 
Mr. Del Clawson for, with Mr. Schneebe11 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Melcher with Mr. Arends. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Baker. 
Mr. Abourezk with Mr. Keith. 
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Geld-

water. 
Mr. Hays with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Jonas. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Derwinski. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Betts. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Kemp. 
Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Kuyken-

dall. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Lloyd. 
Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Broomfield. 
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Anderson of California with Mr. Cham-

berlain. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Esch. 
Mr. Bob Wilson with Mr. McDonald of 

Michigan. 
Mr. Peyser with Mr. Mailliard. 
Mr. Quillen with Mr. Ruppe. 
Mr. Nelsen with Mr. Riegle. 
Mr. Minshall with Mr. Mallary. 
Mr. Terry with Mr. Hamilton. 

Mr. KOCH and Mr. BUCHANAN 
changed their votes from "yea" to "nay." 
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Mr. DENHOLM changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Tex­
as? 

There was no objection. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM 
THE SENATE 

A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks,' an­
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment bills of the House of 
the following titles: 
· H.R. 3413. An act for the relief of Dr . .David 
G. Simons, lieutenant colonel, U.S. Air Force 
(retired); 

. H.R. 8549. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to broaden the authority of the 
Secretaries of the military departments to 
settle certain admiralty claims administra­
tively, and for other purposes; and 

H.R.10310. An act to establish the Seal 
Beach National Wildlife Refuge. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol­
lowing title: 

H.R. 11185. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 with regard to the ex­
empt stat~ of veterans' organizations. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to a joint resolution of the Senate 
of the following title: 

S.J. Res. 260. Joint resolution to delay the 
effectiveness of certain amendments to the 
interest subsidy provisions of the guaran­
teed student loan program in the case of 
certain students. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill and a concur­
rent resolution of the following title, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

s. 32. An act to amend the National Sci­
ence Foundation Act of 1950 in order to es­
tablish a framework of national science pol­
icy and to focus the Nation's scientific talent 
and resources on its priority problems, and 
tor other purposes; and 

S. Con. Res. 94. Concurrent resolution pro­
viding for an adjournment of the two Houses 
from August 18, 1972, to September 5, 1972. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives: 

Washington, D.C., August 18, 1972. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Sm: The Clerk of the House of Repre­
sentatives received on: August 17, 1972 from 
the U.S. Marshal by certified mail (812887)_ 

an unattested copy of the Summons in a 
Civil Action together with a copy of the 
complaint filed by Lewis Gene Freeman v. 
The United States Government, the United 
States Congress, the United States House of 
Representatives and others in: Civil Action 
File No. 72 C 380 in the United States Dis­
trict Court for the Southern District of In­
diana, Indianapolis Division. 

The summons requires the Congress of the 
United States to answer the complaint 
within sixty days after service. 

The summons an:d complaint in question 
are herewith attached, and the matter is 
presented for such action as the House in 
its wisdom may see fit to take. 

Sincerely, 
w. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk, House of Representatives. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., August 18, 1972. 
Hon. RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST, 
Attorney General of the United. States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. KLEINDIENST: I am sending you a 
certified copy of a summons and complaint 
in a civil action (72 C 380) filed against the 
United States Congress and the United 
States House of Representatives and others 
in the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Indiana, Indianapolis 
Division, and served upon rile ·by certified 
mall (812-887) on August 17, 1972. 

In accordance with 2 U.S.C. 118 I have sent 
a certified copy of the summons and com·­
plaint in this action to the U.S. District At­
torney for the Southern District of Indiana, 
Indianapolis Division, requesting that he 
take appropriate action under the supervi­
sion and direction of the Attorney General. 
I am also sending you a · copy of the letter 
I forwarded this date to the U.S. Attorney. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

w. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, House oj Representatives. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., August 18,1972. 
Hon. STANLEY B. MILLER, 
U.S. Attorney for the Southern District of 

Ind.iana, Ind.ianapolis, Ind. 
DEAR MR. Mn.LER: I am sending you a cer­

tified copy of a summons and complaint in 
a civil action (72 C 380) filed against the 
United States Congress and the United 
States House of Representatives and others 
ln the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Indiana, Indianapolis 
Division, and served upon me by certified 
mall (812-887) on August 17, 1972. 

In accordance with Title 2, U.S. Code, sec. 
118, I respectfully request that you take 
appropriate action, as deemed necessary, un­
der the "supervision and direction of the 
Attorney General" of the United States in 
defense of this suit against the U.S. House 
of Representatives. 

I am also sending you a copy of the letter 
that I forwarded this date to the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

W. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, House of Representativ·es. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSES 
FROM AUGUST 18 TO SEPTEMBER 
5, 1972 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the Senate conculTent resolution (S. 
Con. Res. 94) providing for an adjourn­
ment of the two Houses from August 18, 
1972, to September 5, 1972: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That when the 
Senate adjourns on Friday, August 18, 1972, 
it stand adjol:'-rnerl until 10 o'clock ante 
meridian on Tuesday, September 5, 1972. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. O'NEn.L 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. O'NEILL: Strike 

out in page 1, line four, "1972.", and insert 
the following: "1972, and that when the 
House adjourns on Friday, August 18, 1972, 
it stand adjourned until 12 noon on Tues­
day, September 5, 1972." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Senate concurrent resolution, as 

amended, was concw.·red in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO RECEIVE 
MESSAGES FROM SENATE AND 
SPEAKER TO SIGN Bll.JLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS NOTWITH­
STANDING ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. O'NETI.JL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

.imous consent that notwithstanding any 
adjournment of the House until Sep­
tember 5, 1972, the Clerk be authorized 
'to receive messages from the Senate and 
that the Speaker be authorized to sign 
·any enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
·duly passed by the two Houses and found 

. truly enrolled. -
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING PRINTING OF RE­
PORTS BY COMMITTEES AUTHOR­
IZED TO CONDUCT INVESTIGA­
TIONS 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent that reports filed with the 
Clerk following the adjow.nment of the 
House until September 5, 1972, by com­
mittees authorized by the House to con­
duct investigations, may be printed by 
the Clerk as reported of the 92d Con­
gress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING SPEAKER TO AC­
CEPT RESIGNATIONS AND TO AP­
POINT COMMISSIONS, BOARDS, 
AND COMMITTEES 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that, notwithstand­
ing any adjow·nment of the House un­
til September 5, 1972, the Speaker be 
authorized to accept resignations and 
to appoint commissions, boards, and 
committees authorized by law or by the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN 
ORDER ON CALENDAR WEDNES­
DAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 1972 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business in 
order on Calendar Wednesday, Septem­
ber 6, 1972, may be dispensed with. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

PRIVILEGE OF MEMBERS TO RE­
VISE AND EXTEND OWN REMARKS 
NOTWITHSTANDING ADJOURN­
MENT UNTIL SEPTEMBER 5, 1972 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that, notwithstand­
ing any adjournment of the House until 
September 5, 1972, all Members of the 
House shall have the privilege to ex­
tend and revise their own remarks in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. on more than 
one subject, if they so desire, and also 
to include therein such short quotations 
as may be necessary to explain or com­
plete such extensions of remarks, but 
this order shall not apply to any subject 
matter which may have occurred or to 
any speech delivered subsequent to the 
adjournment of the House. 

I also advise the membership that 
such extensions may be deposited in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD boxes to be 
picked up in the customary manner. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

YOUTH APPRECIATION WEEK 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 1080) providing for 
the observance of "Youth Appreciation 
Week" during the 7-day period begin­
ning November 13, 1972. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia (Mr. EDWARDS)? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution as 

follows: 
H.J. RES. 1080 

Resolved by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
seven-day period beginning .!'fovember 13, 
1972, is hereby designated as "Youth Appre­
ciation Week", and the President is requested 
to issue a proclamation calling up the people 
of the United States to observe such week 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to 1·econsider was laid on the table. 

NATIONAL COACHES DAY 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the Senate 
joint resolution <S.J. Res. 213) to au­
thorize and request the President to is-

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to ask 
the gentleman if that would include the 
coach of the baseball team of Washing­
ton, D.C., the major league team? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Does the 
gentleman refer to the coach of the Re­
publican team that won the baseball 
game against the Democratic team? · 

Mr. GROSS. I suppose that would have 
to be the coach, since there is no other 
major league team in Washington, D.C. 
Does this include all the coaches of 
what-baseball teams, football teams, 
basketball teams, ping pong teams? 

Mr. EDWARDS df California. This 
resolution was sponsored by our col­
league from Texas (Mr. PICKLE) who 
happens to be here, and I am sure he can 
answer better than I. 

I defer to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PICKLE). 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. PICKLE. The resolution is spon­

sored by the National Coaches Associa­
tion. This includes collegiate and high 
school coaches in America. It is not pro­
fessional coaches. It pertains to the Na­
tional Coaches Association, primarily 
college and high school coaches. 

Mr. GROSS. I stand corrected, Mr. 
Speaker. I just assumed that it included 
all coaches. It does not include coaches 
of chess teams, checker teams, and that 
sort of thing. I withdraw my reserva­
tion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso­

lution as follows: 
S.J. RES. 213 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President is 
authorized and requested to issue a procla­
mation designating October 6, 1972 as "Na­
tional Coaches Day,•• and calling upon the 
people of the United States and interested 
groups and organizations to observe such day 
with appropriate ceremonies and activities. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I am grate­
ful for the opportunity and proud to join 
my colleagues in supporting passage of 
Senate Joint Resolution 213 to designate 
the period October 6 to honor the coaches 
of this Nation. 

It is fair to say that these teacher­
friends play a major role in the develop­
ment not only of high standards for ath­
letic competition but in the very develop­
ment of the men and women. 

It is easy for someone to put something 
down on paper that looks to be the per­
fect strategy in a sports event. It is en­
tirely another thing to be able to take 
that paper and go to the ball field or the 
court and inspire the myriad qualities 
that a team function in harmony with 
brilliance and effectiveness. 

sue a proclamation designating October This nation can be thankful for its 
6, 1972, as "National Coaches Day." sports institutions and it should be grate-

The Clerk read the title of the joint · ful for the men and womer.t who mold the 
resolution. contestants for these games. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to Any parent can tell you it is no easy 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- task to instill high character, courage or 
fornia? dedication in their young. It takes a spe-

cial person of outstanding physical abil­
ity and strong emotional status to project 
high ideals in those who participate in 
sports. 

I was privileged recently to attend the 
annual Texas high school coaches 
luncheon in Houston where I was the re­
cipient of the association's outstanding 
achievement award this year. I am 
grateful, of course, for this honor, but 
I am equally grateful for the opportunity 
to have been so closely associated with 
the high caliber of individuals that fill 
the ranks of those in coaching careers. 

I think a day to honor those who 
serve youth particularly, is a day on 
which we can all reflect on the bless­
ing that wholesome competition brings 
to our society. 

As a nation, we are known for "our 
fair play." Certainly this attitude is a 
chapter that was first written in our 
sports annals. Without those leaders and 
mentors in the arena of sports competi­
tion this spirit would have perished with 
the horse and buggy. 

Through the mirrors of sports we see 
ourselves reflected in a setting that 
shows we are a growing, prosperous and 
outgoing nation. 

All over America every person inter­
ested in sports can express thanks to our 
coaches-at the university, college, high 
school and grammar school level. In 
Texas I especially express appreciation 
to the president of the Texas High 
School Coaches Association. Mr. Lloyd 
Parker, of Bay City, and to his board. 
And I would be remiss if I did not spe­
cially state my admiration to Mr. L. W. 
McConachie, executive vice president, 
and to Coach DalTell Royal who repre­
sent the finest qualities of coaches and 
men which our State possesses. 

The Senate joint resolution was or­
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL FAMILY WEEK 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker. I ask unanimous consent. for 
the immediate consideration of the joint 
resolution <H.J. Res. 135) to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation 
designating the week in November which 
includes Thanksgiving Day in each year 
as "National Family Week." 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 135 

Whereas the family is the basic strength 
of any free and orderly society; and 

Whereas it is appropriate to honor the 
family as a unit essential to the continued 
well-being of the United States; and 

Whereas it is fitting that official recogni­
tion. be given to the importance of family 
loyalties and ties: Now. therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House ol Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, Tha.t the President 
is hereby authorized and requested to issue 
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a procla.ma.tion designating the week begin­
ning on the Sunday preceding the fourth 
Thursday in November of each year as "Na­
tional Family Week" and inviting the Gov­
ernors of the several States, the chief officials 
of local governments, and the people of the 
United States to observe such day with ap­
propr.La.te ceremonies and activiti~. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. EDWARDS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer two amendments, and 
ask unanimous consent that they be 
considered en bloc. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by · Mr. EDWARDS of 

California: On page 1, strike out the entire 
preamble. 

On page 2, line 4, strike out the phrase 
••each year" and insert in lieu thereof 
.~1972". 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendments offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. EDWARDS). 

The amendments ware agreed to. 
Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I appreci­

ate the patience of the House this after­
noon. It is late and after the session 
yesterday that lasted 14 hours, I am hap­
PY that the House will consider this bill 
today. 

The basic strength of our or any free 
and orderly society is the family. There 
could be no more appropriate week than 
that including Thanksgiving Day for us 
to honor our family loyalties and ties. 

This legislation will authorize the 
President to designate the week begin­
ning with the fourth Thursday in No­
vember of each year as "National Fam­
ily Week." It also encourages the States 
and local communities to observe the 
week with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities. 

The idea for a family week observance 
came from a constituent, Mr. Sam Wiley, 
who formerly taught in the Shakamak 
School system and is now assistant prin­
cipal at Whiteland High School, both in 
Indiana. 

The current unrest and dissatisfaction 
among the younger generation and the 
so-called generation gap can be traced 
in most cases to a complete breakdown 
in communications between parents and 
their children. While observance of fam­
ily week does not promise to resolve all 
the unrest, I view it as a giant step 
toward the goal of restoring the tradi­
tional principles of respect and self -dis­
cipline which have made this a great 
Nation. 

National Family Week is designed to 
coincide with Thanksgiving Day, that 
traditional time in America when fami­
lies are rejoined for the purpose of giv­
ing thanks to God for the blessings which 
have come to them. 

National Family Week would serve as 
the focal point for the enlistment of 
millions of American parents in an effort 
to better understand the wants and 
needs of their children and to encourage 
the children to better understand the 
duties and obligations of their parents. 

I urge the adoption of this legislation. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"To authorize the President to issue a 
proclamation designating the week in 
November of 1972 which includes 
Thanksgiving Day as 'National Family 
Week'/' 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

NATIONAL SOKOL U.S.A. DAY 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the Joint 
Resolution <H.J. Res. 1263) authorizing 
the President to proclaim October 30, 
1972, as "National Sokol U.S.A. Day." 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution 

as follows: 
H.J. REs. 1263 

Whereas the Sokol gymnasium and Sokol 
activities provide a training ground for im­
proving individual strength and sk111 through 
gymnastics and encouraging development of 
the ultimate peak of physical fitness; and 

Whereas the first Slovak Sokol Society was 
organized in Chicago, Illinois, eighty years 
ago on October 30, 1892, and from this modest 
beginning grew an organization of more than 
twenty-three thousand members across our 
Nation; and 

Whereas Sokol U.S.A. during this span of 
eighty years has made an invaluable contri­
bution to the health and vitality of our citi­
zens by encouraging young people to take 
up the sport of gymnastics and by fostering 
the development of physical strength and 
fitness through gymnastics; Now, therefore 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President 
is hereby authorized and requested to issue 
a proclamation designating October 30, 1972, 
as "National Sokol U.S.A. Day", and calling 
upon the people of the United States to ob­
serve such day with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EDWARDS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. EDWARDS of Cali­

fornia: On page 1, strike out the entire 
preamble. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, as the 
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 1263, 
which would designate October 30, 1972, 
as "National Sokol U.S.A. Day," I want 
to commend and thank Hon. DoN ED­
WARDS of California, the distinguished 
chairman of Subcommittee No. 4 of the 
House Judiciary Committee, for the ex­
peditious manner in which he has 
brought this legislation to the floor of 
the House for action. 

I also want to express my appreciation 
to Hon. EMANUEL CELLER of New York, 
outstanding chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, and all of the members of 
the committee for the prompt and favor­
able action they have taken in bringing 
this measure up on the House floor. 

The 80th anniversary of the first 

Slovak Sokol Society, which was orga­
nized in my own city of Chicago, will 
take place on October 30, 1972, and the 
enactment of my resolution will enable 
more than 23,000 members of Sokol 
lodges across our Nation to proceed with 
plans for appropriate ceremonies in ob­
servance of this special anniversary. 

This anniversary is especially signif­
icant in view of the fact that the 20th 
Olympiad will begin in the next few days 
in Munich, Germany, and many fine 
athletes, including gymnasts, from the 
United States will be competing in the 
Olympics. 

The organization known as Sokol 
U.S.A. has made an outstanding con­
tribution over the past 80 years toward 
development of individual strength and 
physical fitness of all Americans through 
gymnastics, and therefore, the special 
recognition afforded by my bill, House 
Joint Resolution 1263, is indeed fitting. 
I urge my colleagues to join in bipartisan 
support of House Joint Resolution 1263 
which would make this special recogni­
tion possible. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. EDWARDS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to be 

engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL MICROFILM WEEK 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the Joint 
Resolution <H.J. Res. 1193) to provi.de 
for the designation of the week which 
begins on September 24, 1972, as "Na­
tional Microfilm Week." 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
l'esolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cal­
ifornia? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
right to object. I should like to ask the 
gentleman where this Microfilm Week is 
going to be celebrated and how. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. In an­
swer to the question of the gentleman 
from Iowa, there certainly will not be 
any celebration that I know anything 
about. It is merely a recognition of the 
contribution that the industry has made, 
and we are eliminating the "Whereas" 
clauses which reflect how microfilm is 
making an essential contribution toward 
society, and so forth. 

Mr. GROSS. I should have asked this 
question a long time ago when this 
started. Will any of these resolutions cost 
the poor old taxpayers of the United 
States any money? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I as­
sure the gentleman they surely will' not. 

Mr. GROSS. And they are all emer­
gencies; are they? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. The 
dates are approaching. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdro.w 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 
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There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 1193 

Vlhereas microfilm has made an essential 
contribution tb our society and every facet 
of our lives as a means of quickly and em­
ciently storing, transferring, retrieving, and 
disseminating information; and 

Whereas microfilm ha.S made possible eco­
nomical and convenient preservation of our 
history and opened the p0rts..ls of knowl­
eclge for all who desire it; and 

Whereas the National Archives and Records 
Service and the Library of Congress utilize 
microfilm to preserve the natwn's history 
and provide basic dot.nunentatton for re­
search in many fields and the Nation's V­
mail program used microfilm to make sure 
its fighting men received their mail in battle 
zones; and · 
. Whereas microfilm touches the lives of 
each of us through our Government, our 
place of employment, the merchants with 
whom we deal, our schools and other in­
stitutions; and 

Whereas microfilm has played a significant 
role in American society, and its importance 
continues to expand as demands for informa­
tion continue to grow: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
President is authorized and requested to is­
sue a proclamation (1) designating the week 
which begins on September 24, 1972, as 
''National Microfilm Week"; and (2) invit­
ing the Governors and mayors of States and 
local governments of the United States to 
issue simii.ar proclamations. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EDWARDS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. EDWARDs of 

California: On pages 1 and 2 strike the en­
tire preamble. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise at 

this time to urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting for passage of the resolu­
tion designating the week of September 
24, 1972, as "National Microfilm Week" 
in honor of an industry and technologi­
cal system which has revolutionized in­
formation gathering and dissemination 
in a way that has affected everyone's 
life. 

I first introduced this resolution last 
April along with Congressman HoRTON, 
and reintroduced it in May along with 
Congressmen BoGGS, SMITH of New York, 
CORMAN, BETTS, KARTH, FRELINGHUYSEN, 
THOMPSON of New Jersey, ERLENBORN, 
DORN, GUBSER, HELSTOSKI, CONTE, ABZUG, 
STEIGER of Wisconsin, EscH, KUYKEN­
DALL, WILLIAMS, KEMP, LENT, and Mc­
KINNEY. The bill provides that the desig­
nation be made in 1.972 only. 

I am quite pleased that so many of my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle have 
seen fit to honor this industry and to 
recognize the significant role of micro­
film in American society. Microfilm has 
made possible economical and conveni­
ent preservation of our history as well as 
the opening of the portals of knowledge 
for all who desire it. Government is the 
largest single user of microfilm-his­
torically through such programs as the 
V -mail program and currently through 
its use by the Library of Congress, the 
National Archives and most of the de-

partments of the Federal Government. 
Private industry, as well as the education 
community, utilizes microfilm exten­
sively for recordkeeping purposes. 

I thank my colleagues for their sup­
port of this legislation and I am hopeful 
that the Senate will soon join the House 
of Representatives in recognizing this 
exceptional technological system of in­
formation and records. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

WOMEN'S RIGHTS DAY 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the Senate 
bill (S. 3490) to authorize and request 
the President to issue annually a procla­
mation designating August 26 of each 
year as "Women's Rights Day." 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill as fol­

lows: 
s. 3490 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in 
commemoration of the anniversary of the 
adoption on August 26, 1920, of the nine­
teenth amendment to the Constitution 
granting women the right to vote, the Presi­
dent is authorized and requested to issue an­
nually a proclamation designating August 26 
of each year as "Women's Rights Day", and 
calling upon the people of the United States 
and interested groups and organizations to 
observe such day with appropriate cere­
monies and activities. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY l\1R. EDWARDS OF 
CALIFORNIA 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer two amendments, and 
ask unanimous consent that they be con­
sidered en bloc. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. EDWARDS of 

California: On page 1, line 6, strike the word 
"annually". 

On page 1, line 7, strike the phrase "each 
year" and insert in lieu thereof "1972". 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

pleased that this House has acted to 
declare August 26 "Women's Rights 
Day." In the year since I originally in­
troduced a bill, House Joint Resolution 
808, similar to the one approved today, 
the women's rights movement has gained 
national influence and stature, and this 
action is one recognition of that 
development. 

August 26 has a dual significance. It 
is the anniversary of the date 52 years 
ago when women, a majority of the Na­
tion, won the right to vote after a 
struggle that took three-fourths of a 
century. It is also the date that marks 
the renascence of a national women's 

movement. Two years ago, on the 50th 
anniversary of women's suffrage, women 
declared a nationwide strike to drama­
tize their demands. 

In New York next Friday, thousands of 
women will gather for the third succes­
sive year to march down Fifth Avenue in 
a women's strike for justice and equal­
ity. The many different groups and in­
dividuals participating indicate the 
breath of the womens' movement and the 
diversity of its issue and demands. All 
over the country, similar actions will be 
taking place. 

One of our major demands last year, 
adoption of the equal rights amendment, 
is on the way to fulfillment. In the past 
year, we have also increased nationo.l 
awareness and sensitivity to the wrongs 
done to women under the discrimination 
in our legal, social, economic, and poli­
tical institutions. But we are not de­
luding ourselves that mere passage of 
an amendment or declaration of a spe­
cial day will wipe out discrimination. We 
know this is a continuing struggle. We 
also know that it is only when women 
organize politically that the full poten­
tial of their power can be felt. We also 
know that our demand for equal repre­
sentation within the framework of a 
peaceful society is based on a humanist 
ideology opposed to violence and to dis­
crimination not only on the grounds of 
six, but of race, age, and class. 

The National Women's Political Cau·.;. 
cus has become a major force since it 
was organized a year ago as a multi­
partisan group. Due to its efforts, dra­
matic reforms have been made within 
the Democratic Party, and women played 
a highly visible and significant role at 
the recent Democratic Convention in 
Miami Beach. Women comprised 40 per­
cent of the delegates, worked on key com­
mittees, and occupied leading positions 
at the convention and in the party. Re­
publican women in the NWPC are now 
in Miami Beach making a similar effort 
to gain effective recognition of women's 
rights within the Republican Party, but 
I gather from news reports that they are 
meeting more resistance than did their 
Democratic counterparts. 

I think it should be clear to all Mem­
bers of this body that women's issues cut 
across party lines and affect women of 
all classes and backgrounds. Women are 
rightly concerned with elimination of 
all forms of discrimination, with equal 
pay and job opportunity, equal job train­
ing and promotion, professional recog­
nition and advancement, with universal­
ly available child care programs that are 
so necessary for the millions of working 
women who have young children, with 
the accessibility of birth control infor­
mation, repeal of antiquated abortion 
laws, elimination of inequalities from 
the social security system and divorce 
and credit laws, and with equal repre­
sentation in the political institutions of 
our Nation, including this Congress. 

We have made considerable progress 
in the past year, but we have a long way 
to go. I call upon my colleagues to fol­
low up their positive actions of the past 
year and today by enacting into law bllls 
which I and other Members have intro­
duced to eliminate many of the inequal-
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!ties directed at women. Women all across 
the Nation look forward to the time when 
they will be recognized as citizens who 
are fully equal to men in both responsi­
bility and privileges. We also look for­
ward to the time when the composition 
of the Congress itself reflects the reality 
of our population. It is shocking that 
there should be one woman in the Sen­
ate and only a dozen in the House. The 
National Women's Political Caucus is 
working to change that, and I should 
advise you that it will be working for its 
goal not just on August 26, but on every 
day of every year for as long as it takes 
to succeed. 

At this point, I would like to insert into 
the RECORD a list of the bills that I have 
introduced on women's rights. 

BILLS RELATING TO WOMEN'S RIGHTS 
H.R. 7533-lowers length of marriage re­

quired for divorcee to receive Social Security 
benefits on former husband's account. 

H.R. 8402--comprehensive child care. 
H.R. 9565-tax deductions for child care 

expenses. 
H.R. 10121-prohibit use of prefixes de­

noting marital stat'9s by federal government 
("Ms." bill) 

H.R. 1024Q-authorizes abortions in mili­
tary facilities notwithstanding local laws. 

H.R. 1443Q-prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of sex in public accommodations, pub­
lic education, housing, federally-assisted 
programs. 

H.R. 14715-Abortion Rights Act. 
H.R. 15114--prohibit sex discrimination in 

federally-related mortgage transactions. 
H.R. 15115-prohibit discrimination on 

the basis of sex by grantors of consumer 
credit. 

H.R. 15116-prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of sex by banks, credit unions, and 
other financial institutions in the granting 
of credit or loans. 

H.R. 15522-establish "householder's basic 
benefit" under Social Security system. 

H.R. 15526-reduces from 20 to 5 the num­
ber of years a divorced woman's marriage 
must have lasted to qualify her for wife's or 
widow's benefits. 

H.R. 15527--eliminates special dependency 
requirements for wives and · widows under 
Social Security system. 

H.R. 15529-marriage or remarriage of 
beneficiary not to reduce benefits to which 
he or she is entitled; double payment pro­
hibited. 

H.R. 15533-eliminates the duration-of­
marriage and other special requirements for 
Social Security eligibility. 

H.R. 16574--authorizes HEW to make spe­
cial educational grants for women's and re­
lated educational purposes. 

The Senate bill, as amended, was 
ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"To authorize and request the President 
to issue annually a proclamation desig­
nating August 26, 1972, as 'Women's 
Rights Day'." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5legislative days 
in which to extend their remarks on the 
five measures just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali­
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDING INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE OF 1954 WITH REGARD TO 
EXEMPT STATUS OF VETERANS' 
ORGANIZATIONS 
Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 11185) 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 with regard to the exempt status of 
veterans' organizations, with Senate 
amendments thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ments, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert: 
That (a) section 501 (c) of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to list of ex­
empt organizations) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para­
graph: 

"(19) A post or organization of w:ar vet­
erans, or an auxilitary unit or soClety of, 
or a trust or foundation for , any such post or 
organization-

" (A) organized in the United States or 
any of its possessions, 

"(B) at least 75 percent of the members 
of which are war veterans and substanti­
ally all of the other members of which are 
individuals who are veterans (but not war 
veterans) , or are cadets, or are spouses, 
Widows, or widowers of war veterans or such 
individuals, and 

" (c) no part of the net earnings of which 
inures to the benefit of any private share­
holder or individual.". 

(b) Section 512(a) of such Code (relating 
to definition of unrelated business taxable 
income) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

" ( 4) SPECIAL RULE APPLICABLE TO ORGANIZA­
TIONS DESCRmED IN SECTION 501 (C) (19) .-In 
the case of an organization described in sec­
tion 501 (c) (19), the term 'unrelated business 
taxable income' does not include any amount 
attributable to payments for life, sick, acci­
dent, or health insurance with respect to 
members of such organizations or their de­
pendents which is set aside for the pur­
pose of providing for the payment of insur­
ance benefits or for a purpose specified in 
section 170(c) (4). If an amount set aside 
under the preceding sentence is used during 
the taxable year for a purpose other than a. 
purpose described in the preceding sentence, 
such amount shall be included, under para­
graph (1) , in unrelated business taxable 
income for the taxable year." 

(c) The amendments made by this section 
shall apply to taxable years beginning after 
December 31,1969. 

SEc. 2. (a) Section 165(h) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to disaster 
losses) is amended by-

( 1) striking out the first sentence and in­
serting in lieu thereof the following: "Not­
withstanding the provisions of subsection 
(a), any loss attributable to a disaster. oc­
curring in an area subsequently determmed 
by the President of the United States to 
warrant assistance by the Federal Govern­
ment under the Disaster Relief Act of 1970, 
may, at the election of the taxpayer, be de­
ducted for the taxable year immediately pre­
ceding the taxable year in which the disaster 
occurred."; and 

(2) inserting before the period in the sec­
ond sentence a comma and the following: 
"based on facts existing at the date the tax­
payer claims the loss". 

(b) Section 6405 of such Code (relating to 
reports of refunds and credits to the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation) 
1s amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

u (d) REFUNDS ATTRmUTABLE TO CERTAIN 
DISASTER LOSSES.-If any refund or credit Of 
income ta~es is at~ributable to the taxpayer's 

election under section 165 (h) to deduct a 
disaster loss for the taxable year immediately 
preceding the taxable year in which the dis­
aster occurred, the Secretary or his delegate 
is authorized in his discretion to make the 
refund or credit to the extent attributable 
to such election,' without regard to the pro-

. visions of subsection (a) of this section. If 
such a refund as credit is made Without re­
gard to subsection 1a), there shall thereafter 
be submitted to such Joint Committee are­
port containing the matter specified in sub­
section (a) as soon as the Secretary or his 
delegate shall determine the correct amount 
of the tax for the taxable year for which the 
refund or credit is made." 

(c) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply to disasters occurring a~ter 
December 31, 1971, in taxable years ending 
after such date. The amendment made by 
subsection (b) shall apply with respect to 
refunds or credits made after July 1, 1972. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
with regard to the exempt status of veterans' 
organizations, and for other purposes." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkam:as? 

Mr. BYRNES of \Visconsin. Mr. Speak­
er, reserving the right to object, I d~ so 
not because it is my intention to obJect 
but because I want to ask the gentleman 
from Arkansas for an explanation of the 
Senate amendments. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank my friend, the gentleman from 
V\risconsin, for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 11185 was brought 
up by unanimous consent and passed by 
the House on February 29, 1972. As 
passed by the House, it established a 
separate category in section 501(c) of 
the Code for the already existing Federal 
income tax exemption for war veterans' 
organizations. The bill also made it clear 
that income from insurance activities of 
such organizations would be exempt from 
taxation to the extent it is used for pay­
ment of insurance benefits or for educa­
tional, charitable, or religious purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate accepted the 
House-passed provisions but made two 
modifications in them. First, it refined 
and clarified the tax-exempt category in 
the House bill to make it applicable to all 
veterans' organizations whose member­
ships consist of at least 75 percent of 
war veterans as long as substantially all 
the other members are veterans-other 
than war veterans-cadets, or are 
spouses, widows or widowers of war ve~­
erans or such other individuals. In addi­
tion, the Senate bill amends the effec­
tive date of the House provision to make 
it effective as of the generally effective 
date of the Tax Reform Act of 1969, that 
is taxable years beginning after Decem­
b~r 31 1969. This amendment is con­
sonant' with the 1969 act under which it 
was never the specific intent to tax the 
insurance income of war veterans' orga­
nizations. I recommend that the House 
concur in these amendments, which are 
related to the original subject matter of 
the House-passed bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has also added 
two unrelated amendments to H.R. 11185. 
These amendments, in my judgment, also 
deserve the concurrence of the House. It 
will be recalled that in June, Congress 
approved an amendment to section 165 
(h) of the Internal Revenue Code, the 
section: relating to disaster losses, to pro-
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vide that if a Presidentially-declared dis­
aster occurred within the first 6 months 
of the taxable year, a taxpayer in a des­
ignated disaster area could elect to de­
duct any casualty loss resulting there­
from on his tax return for the preceding 
taxable year. The first Senate amend­
ment would extend this recently enacted 
provision and allow the same treatment 
if the disaster occurred at any time dur­
ing a taxable year, rather than during 
the first 6 months of the year, I should 
state, Mr. Speaker, that this provision of 
the law applies to the deduction of 
casualty losses with respect to property­
it has no application to the deduction of 
expenses, bad debts or similar items 
which may be attributable to the occur­
rence of the disaster. 

Mr. Speaker, this particular amend­
ment is necessary to place fiscal year tax­
payers and calendar year taxpayers in 
the same position with respect to claims 
arising out of the recent Hurricane Ag­
nes. I strongly recommend that the 
House concur in this necessary amend­
ment, which should have been included 
in the public law enacted in June. 

The second Senate amendment also re­
lates to the consequences of Hurricane 
Agnes. It speeds the processing of re­
fund claims resulting from that storm 
and other recent disasters by authorizing 
the Internal Revenue Service to make 
credits or refunds in excess of $100,000 
before, rather than after, submitting a 
report to the Joint Committee on In­
ternal Revenue Taxation. Refund claims 
under that amount do not have to be 
submitted to the joint committee either 
under existing law or under the amend­
ment. Under the amendment, a report 
will be submitted by the Service to the 
Joint Committee after a refund in excess 
of $100,000 is made. This procedure weuld 
apply only in the case of disaster losses, 
and it will have the effect of preventing 
delay in the granting of badly needed tax 
relief, but at the same time provides 
for adequate subsequent review by the 
joint committee on large disaster loss re­
fund claims. 

Mr. Speaker, these amendments are 
entirely worthy of approval by the 
House, and I urge concurrence in them. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak­
er, I believe the amendments should 
be concurred in. 

I withdraw my reservation. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Ar­
kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con­

curred in. 
A motion of reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 15580, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA POLICE 
AND FIREMEN'S SALARY ACT 
Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent for the immediate consid­
eration of the conference report on the 
bill (H.R. 15580) to amend the District 
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary 
Act of 1958 to increase salaries, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent that the statement be read 
in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
<For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of August 15, 
1972.) 

Mr. CABELL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to dispense with further reading of the 
statement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Texas is recognized. 
Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, first may 

I apologize to the Members for having 
to bring this up at this late hour. How­
ever, this will ~void a 30-day delay. This 
will mean an additional $1 million in tax 
revenue to the District of Columbia. 

I should also like to thank most sin­
cerely the chairman of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce for 
yielding this time to me. 

There are no really substantive 
changes from tl;le House-passed bill. The 
only change of any significance, on 
which the House conferees receded, was 
that we did agree to a 2-month retro­
activity for the pay bill as opposed to the 
4-month retroactivity as called for in the 
Senate bill. 

This will cost approximately $3 mil~ 
lion, which is the only additional cost of 
any significance that is provided for in 
this bill. 

We held our position on all of the ma­
jor items, including the proposals for 
funding of the items in the bill before 
you. We were able to hold our position 
on all other items of any consequence, 
and the position of the House, I can as­
sure you, has been maintained. 

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference re­
port. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to extend 
their remarks on the conference report 
just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND ON 
SENATE AMENDMENT TO H.R. 
11185 

Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimoue consent that the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHNEE-

BELI) and any other Members desirin:g 
to do so may have 5 legislative days in 
which to extend their remarks in the 
RECORD in connection with the concur­
rence of the House in the Senate amend­
ments to H.R. 11185. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar­
kansas? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 14847, AIR PASSENGER 
FEES, STATE AND LOCAL CHARGES 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, by 

direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 1095 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol­
lows: 

H. RES. 1095 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 14847) 
to amend the Airport and Airway Develop­
ment Act of 1970 to increase from 50 to 75 
per centum the United States share of allow­
able project costs payable under such Act; 
to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 
to prohibit State taxation of the carriage of 
persons in air transportation; and for other 
purposes. After general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill and shall continue 
not to exceed one hour, to be equally divided 
and .controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be 
read for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. It shall be in order to consider the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
recommended by the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce now printed in 
the bill as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the five-minute rule, 
and all points of order against said substitute 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 7, rule XVI are hereby waived. At the 
conclusion of such consideration, the Com­
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and any Member may demand 
a separate vote in the House on any amend­
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole 
to the bill or to the committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final pas­
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit with or without instruc­
tions. After the passage of H.R. 14847, it shall 
be in order in the House to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill S. 3755 and to move 
to strike out all after the enacting clause of 
the said Senate bill and insert in lieu thereof 
the provisions contained in H.R. 14847 as 
passed by the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Hawaii is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Dlinois (Mr. ANDERSON) pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 1095 
provides an open rule with 1 hour of 
general debate for consideration of H.R. 
14847 to amend the Airport and Airway 
Development Act and the Federal A via­
tion Act. The resolution also provides 
that it shall be in order to consider the 
committee substitute as an original bill 
for the purpose of amendment and, after 
passage of the House bill, it shall be in 
order to take from the Speaker's table 
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S. 3755 and move to strike all after the 
enacting clause and amend it with the 
House-passed language. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
is not altogether germane to the original 
bill; therefore, points of order are waived 
for failure to comply with clause 7 of 
rule XVI. 

H.R. 14847 provides an 18-month 
moratorium barring States or local gov­
ernments from levying or collecting any 
charges on persons traveling by air. At 
the present time, approximately 20 com­
munities are levying such charges. The 
effective date of the legislation is the 
day of its enactment. 

During the moratorium, the Civil Aer­
onautics Board is authorized and di­
rected to make an investigation into the 
matter and report, with its findings and 
recommendations, within 1 year. For the 
purpose of conducting its investigation, 
the CAB would be authorized to conduct 
hearings, issue subpenas and receive evi­
dence in the same manner as in regu­
lar board proceedings under the Federal 
Aviation Act. 

The sum of $100,000 is authorized to 
be appropriated to enable the CAB to 
make the investigation. 

The legislation also extends from 
May 21, 1972, to May 21, 1973, the time 
within which the Secretary of Trans­
portation is to publish a national air­
port system plan for the development of 
public airports. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 14847 was reported 
out unanimously by the Subcommittee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
and by voice vote out of the full com­
mittee. I urge the adoption of the rule in 
order that the legislation may be con­
sidered. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if 
the distinguished gentleman from Ha­
waii, a member of the Committee on 
Rules, could elaborate just a little more 
on the point that it is necessary to waive 
points of order? I understand that the 
substitute may not be germane to the 
original bill considered, but it was not 
quite enough to satisfy the gentleman 
from Missouri because this seems to be 
a rather innocuous bill, albeit opposed 
by the administration and by all depart­
mental reports in the report. Further­
more, it is opposed rather vehemently by 
various airport managers that have 
written in from around the country. 

Be that as it may, I direct my ques­
tion, Mr. Speaker, to any information 
the gentleman from the Committee on 
Rules might have as to why we again 
have a rule waiving points of order and 
again taking away the rights of the in­
dividual Members to· make a point of 
order against certain portions of the 
bill. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. If the gentleman 
from Missouri will turn to page 5 of the 
bill itself, H.R. 14847, and look at section 
5, line 5, that section is new, and not 
covered in the original bill, which would 
require a waiver of the rule in order that 
it may be considered at this hour by the 
committee. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-

man will yield further, my understand­
ing is that that provision extends some­
thing already mandated in the Air­
way Development Act of 1970 by striking 
"two years" and inserting ii: lieu there­
of "three years." 

I am well aware of the fact that the 
Airways and Airport Development Act of 
1970 is not a part of the original intent 
of this bill, but actually the substitute 
printed in the bill that this rule makes­
in order, mandates the Civil Aeronautics 
Board agency, in being, a creature of the 
Congress, to do all of this work and these 
studies. Why do they need r years to do 
this instead of 2 years? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. This is just to give 
them an additional year, which it was 
reported would be necessary in making 
the appropriate plans. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appre­
ciate the gentleman's explanation. Of 
course, I had already read the bill and 
referred to the item where the waiver 
of points of order was made. It seems 
quite inadequate, and is another case 
where we have waived points of order, 
thus robbing the Members of their indi­
vidual rights, and, as usual, I oppose 
such a rule. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the · gentleman from 
Hawaii, my colleague on the Committee 
on Rules, has adequately explained the 
purpose of this legislation and also the 
rule that makes it !n order. 

Mr. Speaker, I would associate myself 
with his remarks and urge the House 
adopt this rule. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am 
pleased to yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, when was 
this rule approved? Does the gentleman 
remember? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. On Tues­
day, I believe. 

Mr. GROSS. Of this week? 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I believe 

it was Tuesday of this week. 
Mr. GROSS. What is the emergency 

character or nature of this bill which 
requires it to be considered at this late 
hour? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am not 
sure that I can answer the gentleman's 
question in its entirety. I do believe, how­
ever, there is a tendency on the part of 
local airport authorities around the 
country to begin to levy these head taxes, 
user taxes. 

I happened to be in the State of 
Michigan on Monday of this week, and 
it just so happened it was in Kalamazoo, 
and I learned that that very week one 
of these head taxes was going into effect 
at that particular airport. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be pleased to 
yield to some member of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce for 
a more complete explanation, but I am 
inclined to believe this may be one of 
the reasons for the urgency that is at­
tached to this legislation. 

Mr. GROSS. I wonder why, this being a 

Friday-and we never before have 
worked on Friday, or so seldom. I can­
not remember when we have previouely 
worked on Friday. We come down to this 
stage, just before an adjournment, and I 
wonder if we ought not suspend opera­
tions and join in singing that old hymn: 

Work for the night is coming. Work in the 
morning hours. 

And really celebrate this occasion. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I am very 

sympathetic, of course, with the gentle­
man's feelings. However, I was on the 
floor earlier today and heard his colloquy 
with the gentleman from Florida when 
the gentleman from Florida brought up 
the so-called SALT bill. The gentleman 
from Iowa has certainly retained his 
ability to follow the proceedings here 
very well. I would hope that he would 
bear with us until this action js taKen. 

Mr. WARE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. WARE. May I just add that the 
situation you have described in Kalama­
zoo, Mich., is identical to that which 
occurred recently in Philadelphia and 
elsewhere throughout the country. I 
think that prompts a sense of urgency. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank 
the gentleman for that added explana­
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further 
requests for time. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question on the res­
olution. 
· The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object to the 
vote on the ground that a quorum is not 
present and make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll: 

The question was taken; and there 
were-yeas 215, nays 23, not voting 194, 
as follows: 

Abzug 
Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, Ill. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Archer 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Aspinall 
Baring 
Begich 
Belcher 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Bolling 
Bow 
Brademas 
Brinkley 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhlll, N.C. 
Broyh111, Va. 
Buchanan 

[Roll No. 349] 
YEA8-215 

Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Byron 
Camp 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carlson 
Chappell 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clay 
Collins, Tex. 
Colmer 
Conover 
Conyers 
Crane 
Culver 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis, Ga. 
Delaney 
Dell en back 
Dellums 
Denholm 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Dow 
Downing 

Drinan 
Duncan 
duPont 
Eckhardt 
Erlenborn 
Fisher 
Flood 
Flowers 
Flynt 
Foley 
Fountain 
Fraser 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Galiflanakis 
Garmatz 
Gaydos 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Griffin 
Grover 
Gude 
Gubser 
Halpern 
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Hammer- Mills, Md. Seiberling 

Shipley 
Shriver 
Sikes 

schmidt Minish 
Hansen, Idaho Mink 
Harrington Mitchell 
Hathaway Mizell Sisk 

Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

Hechler, W.Va. Monagan 
Helstoski Montgomery 
Henderson Moorhead 
Hicks, Mass. Mosher 
Hogan Murphy, Ill. 
Hosmer Murphy, N.Y. 
Howard Myers 
Hunt Natcher J. William 

Stanton, Jacobs Nedzi 
Jarman Obey JamesV. 
Johnson, Calif. O'Hara 
Johnson, Pa. O'Konski 

Steed 
Steele 

Jones, Ala. O'Neill Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tiernan 

Jones, N.C. Patten 
Karth Perkins 
Kastenmeier Pickle 
Kazen Poage 
Keating Podell 
Koch Powell 
Kyros Preyer, N.C. 
Landgrebe Price, Til. 
Latta Price, Tex. 
Leggett Quie Udall 

VanderJagt 
Vanik 

Long, Md. Randall 
McCloskey Rangel 
McCollister Rees Vigorito 
McCulloch Reuss Ware 
McFall Robinson, Va. Whalley 

Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wilson, 

McKevitt Robison, N.Y. 
Macdonald, Rodino 

Mass. Roe 
Madden Rogers 
Mahon Rooney, Pa. 
Mathis, Ga. Rosenthal Charles H. 
Matsunaga Roush Wolff 

Wyatt 
Wylie 

Mayne Roy 
Mazzoli Sandman 
Meeds Satterfield Yates 

Yatron 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 

Mikva Saylor 
Miller, Calif. Schmitz 
Miller, Ohio Sebelius 

Andrews, Ala. 
Barrett 
Byrne, Pa. 
comer 
Conable 
Dennis 
Green, Pa. 
Gross 

NAYB-23 

Haley 
Hall 
Hicks, Wash. 
Horton 
Hutchinson 
Kyl 
Link 
Mills, Ark. 

Nix 
Pike 
Pucinski 
Sarbanes 
Teague, Calif. 
White 
Wyman 

NOT VOTING-194 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Abourezk 
Addabbo 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Badillo 
Baker 
Bell 
Bergland 
Betts 
Blackburn 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Boland 
Brasco 
Bray 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Burke, Fla. 
Burton 
Cabell 
Caffery 
Carney 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clawson, Del 
Cleveland 
Collins, Ill. 
Conte 
Corman 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Curlin 
Daniels, N.J. 

Danielson Heckler, Mass. 
Davis, S.C. Heinz 
Davis, Wis. Hillis 
de la Garza Holifield 
Dent Hull 
Derwinski Hungate 
Devine !chord 
Dickinson Jonas 
Diggs Jones, Tenn. 
Dingell Kee 
Dowdy Keith 
Dulski Kemp 
Dwyer King 
Edmondson Kluczynski 
Edwards, Ala. Kuykendall 
Edwards, Calif. Landrum 
Eilberg Lennon 
Esch Lent 
Eshleman Lloyd 
Evans, Colo. Long, La. 
Evins, Tenn. Lujan 
Fascell McClory 
Findley McClure 
Fish McCormack 
Ford, Gerald R. McDade 
Ford, McDonald, 

William D. Mich. 
Forsythe McEwen 
Frelinghuysen McKay 
Frenzel McKinney 
Frey McMillan 
Gallagher Mailliard 
Gibbons Mallary 
Goldwater Mann 
Grasso Martin 
Griffiths Mathias, Calif. 
Hagan Melcher 
Hamilton Metcalfe 
Hanley Michel 
Hanna Minshall 
Hansen, Wash. Mollohan 
Harsha Morgan 
Harvey Moss 
Hastings Nelsen 
Hawkins Nichols 
Hays Passman 
Hebert Patman 

Pelly 
Pepper 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pirnie 
Poff 
Pryor, Ark. 
Purcell 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rarick 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Roberts 
Roncalio 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rostenkowski 
Rousselot 

Roybal 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Scherle 
Scheuer 
Schnee bell 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Shoup 
Smith, Calif. 
Smith, N.Y. 
Springer 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 

Talcott 
Teague, Tex. 
Terry 
Thone 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Waldie 
Wampler 
Whalen 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Winn 
Wright 
Wydler 
Young, Fla. 
Zion 
Zwach 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Annunzio with Mr. Broomfield. 
Mr. Hebert with Mr. Arends. 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Rhodes. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Smith of New York. 
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Ryan with Mr. Riegle. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Andrews 

of North Dakota. 
Mr. Eilberg with Mr. Williams. 
Mr. Morgan with Mr. Martin. 
Mr. Wright with Mr. Ashbrook. 
Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Terry. 
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Carter. 
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Mathias of Califor­

nia. 
Mr. Hays with Mr. Devine. 
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Mc-

Clure. 
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Kemp. 
Mr. Brasco with Mr. Wydler. 
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Gerald R. Ford. 
Mr. Hull with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Kuyken-

dall. · 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Ruppe. 
Mr. Mann with Mr. Dickinson. 
Mr. Waldie with Mr. Bob Wilson. 
Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Scott. 
Mr. Passman with Mr. Frey. 
Mr. Caffery with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Scherle. 
Mr. Rarick with Mr.Poff. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-

chusetts. 
Mrs. Grasso with Mrs. Dwyer. 
Mr. Cotter with Mr. Springer. 
Mr. Daniels of New Jersey with Mr. Freling­

huysen. 
Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr. Davis 

of Wisconsin. 
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Gallagher. 
Mr. !chord with Mr. Blackburn. 
Mr. Lennon with Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Scheuer. 
Mr. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Abourezk. 
Mr. Burton with Mr. Mailllard. 
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Mallary. 
Mr. Kee with :,fr. Metcalfe. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Minshall. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Pettis. 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. Nelsen. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Young of Florida. 
Mr. Fascell with Mr. Burke of Florida. 
Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Del 

Clawson. 
Mr. Dent with Mr. Coughlin. 
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Pryor of Arkansas. 
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Conte. 
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Derwinskl. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Dowdy. 
Mr. Melcher with Mr. Esch. 
Mr. Clark with Mr. McDade. 
Mr. Celler with Mr. Forsythe. 
Mr. Casey of Texas with Mr. Winn. 
Mr. Cabell with Mr. Zwach. 
Mr. Carney with Mr. Railsback. 
Mr. Ullman with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr. Pettis. 
Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Pelly. 

Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Lloyd. 
Mr. Anderson of California with Mr. Heinz. 
Mr. Badillo with Mr. Keith. 
Mr. Boland with Mr. Cederberg. 
Mr. Bergland with Mr. Bell. 
Mr. Corman with Mr. Brotzman. 
Mr. Danielson with Mr. Bray. 
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Betts. 
Mr. Curlin with Mr. Jonas. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Harvey. 
Mr. Edmondson with Mr. Hastings. 
Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr.- Cleveland. 
Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Chamberlain. 
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Hagan with Mr. Findley. 
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Runnels with Mr. Fish. 
Mr. Purcell with Mr. Harsha. 
Mr. McMillan with Mr. Frenzel. 
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Goldwater. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. Zion. 
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Wampler. 
Mr. Roncalio with Mr. Whalen. 
Mr. White with Mr. Thone. 
Mr. Hanley with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. Hamilton with Mr. Steiger of Wiscon-

sin. 
Mr. King with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Lent with Mr. McDonald of Michigan. 
Mr. McEwen with Mr. Rousselot. 
Mr. Ruth with Mr. Schneebeli. 
Mr. Shoup with Mr. Smith of California. 
Mr. Steiger of Arizona with Mr. Schwengel. 

Mrs. ABZUG and Messrs. WHITE-
HURST and ROBINSON of Virginia 
changed their votes from "nay" to 
"yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 
12350, ECONOMIC OPPORTU-
NITY AMENDMENTS OF 1972 
Mr. PERKINS submitted the follow­

ing conference report and statement on 
the bill <H.R. 12350) to provide for the 
continuation of programs authorized 
under the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964, and for other purposes: 
CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 92-1367) 

The committee of conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
12350) to provide for the continuation of 
programs authorized under the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964, and for other pur­
poses, having met, after full and free con­
ference, have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree­
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Eco­
nomic Opportunity Amendments of 1972". 

EXTENSION OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT 

SEc. 2. (a) Sections 171, 245, 321, 408, 615, 
and 835 of the Economic Opportunity Act 
of 1964, as amended, are each amended by 
striking out "five succeeding fiscal years" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "eight succeed~ 
ing fiscal years". 

(b) Section 523 of such Act is amended 
by striking out "four succeeding fiscal years" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "seven suceed­
ing fiscal years". 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 3. (a) For the purpose of carrying out 

parts A. B, and E of title I. (relating to work 
and training) of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964, there are authorized to be appro-
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priated $900,300,000 for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1973, and $950,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. 

·(b) (1) For the purpose of carrying out the 
Project Headstart program described in sec­
tion 222 (a) ( 1) of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964, there are authorized to be ap­
propriated $485,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973, and $500,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. 

(2) The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare shall establish policies and pro­
cedures designed to assure that not less than 
10 per centum of the total number of en­
rollment opportunities in the Nation in the 
Headstart program shall be available for 
handicapped children (as defined in para­
graph (1) of section 602 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as 
amended) and that services shall be pro­
vided to meet their special needs. The Secre­
tary shall implement his responsibilities un­
der this paragraph in such a manner as not 
to exclude from any project any child who 
was participating in ~he program during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972. Within six 
·months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and at least annually thereafter, the 
Secret.ary sl).all report to the Congress and 
the status of handicapped children in He~d­
start programs, including the number of 
children being served, 'their handicapping 
conditions, and the services being provided 
such children. . . . 

(3) For the purpose of ·carrying out the 
Follow Through program described 'in sec­
'tion. 222(a) (2) of such Act, there are au.:. 
thorized to be appropriated · $70,000,000 an.­
nually for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
~1973, and the succeeding fiscal year. 

(c) ( 1) For the purpose of carrying out 
titles n, III, VI, VII, and IX of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964, there are authorized 
to be appropriated $840,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, and $870,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, unless expressly in limitation of the 
provisions of this section, of the amounts 
appropriated pursuant to paragraph (1) of 
this subsection for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and for the succeeding fiscal 
year, the Director of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity shall for each such fiscal year 
reserve and make available not less than 
$328,900,000 for programs under section 221 
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and 
not less than $71,500,000 for Legal Services 
programs under section 222(a) (3) of such 
Act. 

(3) The Director shall allocate and make 
available the remainder of the amounts ap­
propriated for carrying out the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 for each fiscal year 
pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection 
(after funds are reserved for the purposes 
specified in paragraph (2) of this subsec­
tion) in such a manner, subject to the provi­
sions of section 616 of such Act, as to make 
available with respect to each fiscal year-

(A) not less than $18,000,000 annually to 
be used for the Alcoholic Counseling and 
Recovery program described in section 222 
(a) (8) of such Act; and 

(B) not less than $30,000,000 annually to 
be used for the Emergency Food and Medi­
cal Services program described in section 
222(a) (5) of such Act. 

(d) (1) There are authorized to be ap­
propriated $58,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1973, to be used for Do­
mestic Volunteer Service programs under title 
VIII of ~he Economic Opp~rtunity Act of 
1964, of which (A) the amount of $44,500,-
000 shall be available for carrying out full­
time volunteer programs designed to 
strengthen and supplement efforts to elim­
inate poverty under part A of such title 
VIII, and (B) the amount of $13,500,000 
shall be available (notWithstanding the 10 
per centum limitation set forth in the sec-

ond sentence of section 821 of such Act) for 
carrying out programs designed to strength­
en and supplement efforts to eliminate pov­
erty under part B of such title VIII. 

(2) If the sums authorized to be appro­
priated under paragraph ( 1) of this sub­
section are not appropriated and made avail­
able in full, then such sums as are so ap­
propriated and made available for such 
fiscal year shall be allocated so that--

(A) any amounts appropriated not in ex­
cess of $37,000,000 shall be used for carrying 
out programs designed to strengthen and 
supplement efforts to eliminate poverty 
under part A of such title VIII; 

(B) any amounts appropriated in excess 
of $37,000,000 but not in excess of $50,500,-
000 shall be used for programs designed to 
strengthen and supplement efforts to elim­
inate poverty under part B of such title 
VIII; and 

(C) any amounts appropriated in excess 
of $50,500,000 shall be used for programs 
designed to strengthen and supplement 
efforts to eliminate poverty under part A of 
such title VIII. 

(3) Section 833 of tb,e Economic Oppor­
tunity Act of 1964 is amended (A) in sub­
'section · (b) thereof by striking out "under 
part A" and inserting ~n lieu thereof "under 
this title", and (B) in subsection (c) there­
of by striking out "a volunteer under· part 
A of this title" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"a full.:time ~olunteer receiving either a liv­
ing allowance or a stipended under this 
'title". · 

(e) In addition to the amounts author:. 
ized to be appropriated and allocated pursu­
ant to subsections (c) and (d) of this sec­
tion, there are further authorized to be ap­
propriated the sum of $16,000,000 to be used 
for Domestic · Volunteer Service programs 
under title VIII of the Economic Oppor­
tunity Act of 1964, of which $8,000,000 shall 
be available for carrying out full-time 
volunteer programs under part A of such 
title VIII for ninety days after the enact­
ment of this Act (of which amount $2,000,-
000 shall be available without regard to the 
limitation placed on the expenditure of 
funds by section 24 of this Act for programs, 
projects, or activities for which academic 
credit is granted to volunteer participants) 
and $8,000,000 shall remain available for ex­
penditure in accordance with the provisions 
of such title during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973. 

TRANSFER OF FUNDS 

SEc. 4. (a) Section 616 of the Economic Op­
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by insert­
ing "for fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 
1972, and not to exceed 20 per centum" im­
mediately before the words "for fiscal yea.rs 
ending thereafter". 

('b) Section 616 of such Act is further 
amended by striking out the semicolon the 
first time it appears therein and all matter 
thereafter through "$10,000,000" the second 
time it appears in such sectivn. 

TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR YOUTH 

SEc. 5. Section 125(a) of the Economic Op­
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sen­
tence: "The Director shall insure that low­
income persons otherwise capable of such 
participation who reside in public or private 
institutions shall be eligible for participa­
tion in programs und~ this part.". 
PROHIBITION OF ELECTIONS OR OTHER DEMO• 

CRATIC SELECTION PROCEDURES ON SABBATH 

DAYS 

SEC. 6. Section 211 of the Economic Oppor­
tunity Act of 1964 is am.ended by adcling at 
the end thereof a new subsection (g) as 
follows: 

"(g) The Director shall ensure that no 
election or other democratic selection proce­
dure conducted pursuant to clause (2) of 
subsection (b), or pursuant to clause (2) of 

subsection (f), shall be held on a Sabbath 
Day which is observed as a day of rest and 
worship by resldents in the area served." 

COMMUNITY ACTION BOARDS 

SEC. 7. (a) The last sentence of section 
211(b) of the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964 is amended by striking out "three" and 
inserting in lieu thereof 'five" and by strik­
ing out "six" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"ten". 

(b) Section 211 (b) ( 1) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: " ( 1) one-third of 
the members of the board are elected public 
officials, or their representatives, except that 
if the number of elected officials reasonably 
available and willing to serve is less than 
one-third of the membership of the board, 
membership on the board of appointive pub­
lic officials may be counted in meeting such 
one-third requirement.". 
PARTICIPATION OF THE NONPOOR IN HEADSTART 

PROGRAMS 

SEc. 8. The third sentence of section 222 
(a) (1) of the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964 is amended by striking out the comma 
and all the language · following the words 
"make payment" and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: "in accordance with an ap­
propriate fee sc]:ledule established by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
based upon the ability of the family .to pay_, 
which payment may be made in whole or ln 
part by a third party in behalf of such family, 
except that any such charges with respect 
to any family with an income of less than 
the lower living standard budget shall not 
exceed the sum of (i) an amount equal to 10 
per centum of any family income which ex­
ceeds $4,320 but does ·not exceed 85 per cen­
tum of such lower living standard budget·, 
and (ii) an amount equal to 15 per centum 
of any family income which exceeds 85 per 
centum of such lower living standard budget 
but does not exceed 100 per centum of such 
lower living standard budget, and if more 
than two children from the same family are 
participating, additional charges may be 
made not to exceed the sum of the amounts 
calculated in accordance with clauses (i) 
and (11) with respect to each additional 
child. No charge will be made with respect 
to any child who is a member of any fs mily 
with an annual income equal to or less than 
$4,320, with appropriate adjustments in the 
case of families having more than two chil .. 
dren, except to the extent that payment will 
be made by a third party. Funds appropriated 
for the purpose of carrying out this section 
shall be used first to continue ongoing Head­
start projects, or new projects serving the 
children from low-income families which 
were being served during the preceding fiscal 
year. There shall be reserved for such projects 
from such funds an amount at least equal 
to the aggregate amount received by public 
or private agencies or organizations during 
the preceding fiscal year for programs under 
this section. The Secretary may defer but 
not later than April 1, 1973, the establish­
ment of a fee schedule under this paragraph 
upon certification that the establishment of 
such fee schedule would hinder the orderly 
operation of such projects prior to such 
time." 

COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH SERVICES CHARGES 

SEc. 9. Section 222(a) (4) (A) (ii) of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended 
by striking out "such services may be avail­
able on an emergency basis or pending a 
determination of eligibility to all residents 
of such areas" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"pursuant to such regulations as the Director 
may prescribe, persons provided assistance 
through programs assisted under this para­
graph who are not members of low-income 
families may be required to make payment, 
or have payment made in their behalf, in 
whole or in part for such assistance". 
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DRUG REHABILITATION PROGRAM 

SEc. 10. (a) Section 222(a) (S) o:. the Eco­
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended 
by striking out the last sentence thereof. 

(b) Section 222(a) (9) of such Act is 
amended by striking out the last sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
"The Director is authorized to undertake 
special programs aimed at promoting employ­
ment opportunities for rehabilitated addicts 
or addicts enrolled and participating in 
methadone maintenance treatment or thera­
peutic programs, and assisting employers in 
dealing with addiction and drug abuse and 
dependency problems among formerly hard­
core unemployed so that they can be tnain­
tained in employment. In undertaking such 
programs, the Director shall give special 
priority to veterans and employers of signifi­
cant numbers of veterans, with priority to 
those areas within the States having the 
highest percentages of addicts. The Director 
is further authorized to establish procedures 
and policies which will allow clients to com­
plete a full course of rehabilitation even 
though they become non-low-income by vir­
tue of becoming employed as a part of the 
rehabilitation process but there shall be no 
change in income eligibility criteria for ini­
tial admission to treatment and rehabilita­
tion programs under this Act." 

NEW SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAMS 

SEC. 11. Section 222(a) of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 is further amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following: 

"(10) An 'Environmental Action' program 
through which low-income persons will be 
paid for work (which would not otherwise be 
performed) on projects designed to combat 
pollution or to improve the environment. 
Projects may include, without limitation: 
clean-up and sanitation activities, including 
solid waste removal; reclamation and reha­
bilitation of eroded or ecologically damaged 
areas, including areas affected by strip min­
ing; conservation and beautification activ­
ities, including tree planting and recreation 
area development; the restoration and main­
tenance of the environment; and the im­
provement of the quality of life in urban and 
rural areas. 

" ( 11) A program to be known as 'Rural 
Housing Development and Rehabilitation' de­
signed to assist low-income families in rural 
areas to construct and acquire ownership of 
adequate housing, to rehabilitate or repair 
existing substandard units in such areas, and 
to otherwise assist families in obtaining 
standard housing. Financial assistance under 
this paragraph shall be provided to non­
profit rural housing 4evelopment corpora­
tions and cooperatives serving areas which 
are defined by the Farmers Home Administra­
tion as rural areas, and shall be used for, 
but not limited to, such purposes as adminis­
trative expenses; revolving development 
funds; nonrevolving land, land development 
and construction writedowns; rehabilitation 
or repair of substandard housing; and loans 
to low-income families. In the construction, 
rehabilitation, and repair of housing for 
low-income families under this paragraph, 
the services of persons enrolled in Main­
stream programs may be utilized. Loans un­
der this paragraph may be used for, but not 
limited to, such purposes as the purchase of 
new housing units, the repair, rehabilitation 
and purchase of existing units, and to supple­
ment existing Federal loan programs in order 
that low-income families may benefit from 
them. The repayment period of such loans 
shall not exceed thirty-three years. No loans 
under this paragraph shall bear an interest 
rate of less than 1 per centum per annum, 
but if the Director, after having examined 
the family income of the applicant, the pro­
jected housing costs of the applicant, and 
such other factors as he deems appropriate, 
determines that the applicant would other-

wise be unable to participate "in this pro­
gram, he may waive the interest in whole or 
in part and for such periods of time as he 
may establish except that (1) no such waiver 
may be granted to an applicant whose ad­
justed family income (as defined by the 
Farmers Home Administration) is in excess 
of $3,700 per annum and (2) any applicant 
for whom such a waiver is provided shall be 
required to commit at least 20 per centum of 
his adjusted family income toward the mort­
gage debt service and other housing costs. 
Family incomes shall be recertified annually, 
and monthly payments for all loans under 
this paragraph adjusted accordingly." 

PUERTO RICO 

SEc. 12. (a) Effective after June 30, 1972, 
section 225 (a) of such Act is amended by 
striking out "Puerto Rico,". 

(b) Effective after June 30, 1972, the first 
sentence of paragraph ( 1) of section 609 of 
such Act is amended by striking out the word 
"or" the second time it appears in such sen­
tence and inserting in lieu thereof a comma 
and the following: "Puerto Rico, or". 

NON-FEDERAL CONTRWUTION CEILING 

SEc. 13. Section 225 (c) of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by in­
serting after the second sentence thereof the 
following new sentence: "The Director shall 
not require non-Federal contributions in ex­
cess of 20 per centum of the approved cos~ of 
programs or activities assisted under this 
Act." 

SPECIAL PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED 

SEC. 14. Part B of title II of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by add­
ing at the end thereof the following new 
sections: 
"DESIGN AND PLANNING ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 226. (a) The Director shall make 
grants or enter into contracts to provide 
financial assistance for the operating ex­
penses of programs conducted by commu­
nity-based design and planning organiza­
tions to provide technical assistance and pro­
fessional architectural and related services 
relating to housing, neighborhood facilities, 
transportation and other aspects of commu­
nity planning and development to persons 
and community organizations or groups not 
otherwise able to afford such assistance. Such 
programs shall be conducted with maximum 
use of the voluntary services of professional 
and community personnel. In providing as­
sistance under this section, the Director shall 
afford priority to persons in urban or rural 
poverty areas with substandard housing, sub­
standard public service facilities, and gen­
erally blighted conditions. Design and plan­
ning services to be provided by such orga­
nizations shall include-

" ( 1) comprehensive community or area 
planning and development; 

"(2) specific projects for the priority plan­
ning and development needs of the commu­
nity; and 

"(3) educational programs directed to lo­
cal residents emphasizing their role in the 
planning and development process in the 
community. 

"(b) No assistance may be provided under 
this section unless such design and planning 
organization-

"(!) is a nonprofit organization located in 
the neighborhood or area to be served with a 
majority of the governing body of such orga­
r ... :.zation comprised of residents of that 
neighborhood or area; 

" ( 2) has a primary function the goal o! 
bringing about, through the involvement of 
the appropriate community action agency or 
otherwise, maximum possible participation 
of local residents, especially low-income 
residents, in the planning and decision­
making regarding the development of their 
community; and 

"(3) will carry out its design and plan-

ning services principally through the volun­
tary participation of professional and com­
munity personnel (including, where avail­
able, VISTA volunteers). 

" (c) Design and planning organizations 
receiving assistance under this section shall 
not subcontract with any profitmaking or­
ganization or pay fees for architectural or 
other professional services. 

''(d) The Director shall make whatever 
arangements are necesary to continue pilot 
or demonstration projects of demonstrated 
effectiveness of the type described in this 
section receiving assistance under section 
232 of this Act during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971. 

"YOUTH RECREATION AND SPORTS PROGRAM 

"SEc. 227. (a) In order to provide to dis­
advantaged youth recreation and physical 
fitness instruction and compe"'jition with 
high-quality facilities and supervision and 
related educational and counseling services 
(including instruction concerning study 

practices, career opportunities, job respon­
sibilities, health and nutrition, and drug 
abuse education) through regular association 
with college instructors and athletes and ex­
posure to college and university campuses 
and other recreational facilities, the Director 
shall make grants or enter into contracts for 
the conduct of an annual youth recreation 
and sports program concentrated in the 
surnmer months and with continued activi­
ties throughout the year, so as to offer dis­
advantaged youth living in areas of rural and 
urban poverty an opportunity to receive 
such recreation and educational instruction, 
information, and services and to participate 
in such physical fitness programs and sports 
competitions. 

"(b) No assistance may be provided under 
this section unless satisfactory assurances 
are received that (1) not less than 90 per 
centum of the youths participating in each 
program to be assisted under this section are 
from families with incomes below the pov­
erty level, as determined by the Director, and 
that such participating youths and other 
neighborhood residents, through the involve­
ment of the appropriate community action 
agency or otherwise, will have maximum 
participation in program planning and oper­
ation and (2) all significant segments of the 
low-income population of the community to 
be served will be served on an equitable ba­
sis in terms of participating youths and in­
structional and other support personnel. 

" (c) Programs under this section shall be 
administered by the Director through grants 
or contracts with any qualified organization 
of colleges and universities or such other 
qualified nonprofit organizations active in 
the field with access to appropriate recrea­
tional facilities as the Director shall deter­
mine in accordance with regulations which 
he shall prescribe. Each such grant or con­
tract and subcontract with participating in­
stitutions of higher education or other quali­
fied organizations active in the field shall 
contain provisions to assure that the pro­
gram to be assisted will provide a non-Federal 
contribution (in cash or in kind) or no less 
than 20 per centum of the direct costs nec­
essary to carry out the program. Each such 
grant, contract, or subcontract shall include 
provisions for-

"(1) providing opportunities for disadvan­
taged youth to engage in competitive sports 
and receive sports skills and physical fit­
ness instruction and education in good 
health and nutrition practices; 

"(2) providing such youth with instruc­
tion and information regarding study prac­
tices, career opportunities, job responsibili­
ties, and drug abuse; 

"(3) carrying out continuing related ac­
tivities throughout the year; 

"(4) meeting the requirements of subsec­
tion (b) of this section; 
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"(5) enabling the contractor and institu­
tions of higher education or other qualified 
organizations active in the field located con­
veniently to such areas of poverty and the 
students and personnel of such institutions 
or organizations active in the field to par­
ticipate more fully in the community life 
and in solutions of community problems; and 

"(6) serving metropolitan centers of the 
United States and rural areas, within the 
limits of program resources. 

"CONSUMER ACTION AND COOPERATIVE 
PROGRAMS 

"SEC. 228. (a) The Director shall make 
grants or enter into contracts to provide fi­
nancial assistance for the development, tech­
nical assistance to and conduct of consumer 
action and advocacy and cooperative pro­
grams, credit resources development pro­
grams, and consumer protection and educ~­
tion programs designed to demonstrate van­
ous techniques and models and to carry out 
projects to assist and provide technical as­
sistance to low-income persons to try to l'ln­
prove the quality, improve the delivery, and 
lower the price of goods and services, to ob­
tain, without undue delay or burden, finan­
cial credit at reasonable cost, and to develop 
means of enforcing consumer rights, devel­
oping consumer grievance procedures and 
presenting consumer grievances, submitting 
consumer views and concerns for protection 
against unfair, deceptive, or discriminatory 
trade and commercial practices and educat­
ing low-income persons with respect to such 
rights, procedures, grievances, views and con­
cerns. 

"(b) No assistance may be provided under 
this section unless the grantee or contracting 
organization or agency is a nonprofit organi­
zation and has as a primary function the 
goal of bringing about, through the involve­
ment of the appropriate community action 
agency or otherwise, maximum possible par­
ticipation of low-income persons in the proj­
ect. 

"(c) The Director shall make whatever ar­
rangements are necessary to continue pilot 
or demonstration projects of demonstrated 
effectiveness, or which have not yet been 
evaluated until such time as an evaluation is 
conducted and the effectiveness determined 
and to carry out evaluations of such projects, 
of the type described in this section receiv­
ing assistance under section 232 of this Act 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971 or 
June 30, 1972." 

TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 15. Section 231 of the Economic Op­

portunity Act of 1964 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"(d) If any member of a board to which 
section 211 (b) is applicable files an allega­
·tion with the Director that an agency receiv­
ing a.ssistance under this section is not ob­
serving any requirement of this Act, or any 
regulation, rule, or guideline promulgated by 
the Director under this Act, the Director 
shall promptly investigate such allegation 
and shall consider it; and, if after such in­
vestigation and consideration he finds rea­
sonable cause to believe that the allegations 
are true, he shall hold a hearing, upon the 
conclusion of which he shall notify all in­
terested persons of his findings. If he finds 
that the allegations are true, and that, after 
being a.fforded a reasonable opportunity to 
do so, the agency has failed to make appro­
priate corrections, he shall forthwith termi­
nate further assistance under this title to 
such agency until he has received assurances 
satisfactory to him that further violations 
will not occur." 

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 16. Part C of title II of the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by add­
ing at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

~'SPECIAL ASSISTANCE 
"SEC. 234. The Director may provide finan­

cial assistance for projects conducted by 
public or private nonprofit agencies which 
are designed to serve groups of low-income 
individuals who are not being effectively 
served by other programs under this title. 
In administering this section, the Director 
shall give special consideration to programs 
designed to assist older persons and other 
low-income individuals who do not reside in 
low-income areas and who are not being ef­
fectively served by other programs under this 
title." 

DISTRmUTION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
SEc. 17. Section 244 of the Economic Oppor­

tunity Act of 1964 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 

"(8) Consistent with the provisions of this 
Act, the Director shall assure that financial 
assistance under this title will be distributed 
on an equitable basis in any community and 
within any State so that all significant seg­
ments of the low-income population are 
being served." 
AMENDMENT TO MIGRANT FARMWORKERS PRO­

GRAM 
SEc. 18. Section 312(b) (3) of the Economic 

Act of 1964 is amended by inserting after the 
word "Government" the words "employment 
or". 

DAY CARE STANDARDS 
SEc. 19. Section 522 (d) of the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by add­
ing a new sentence after the words "local 
levels." as follows: "Such standards shall be 
no less comprehensive than the Federal inter­
agency day care requirements as approved 
by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
and the Department of Labor on September 
23, 1968." 

PROHmiTION OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY 
SEC. 20. Section 603 of the Act is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

"(c) No part of any funds appropriated to 
carry out this Act, subpart (1) of part B 
of title V of the Higher Education Act of 
1965, or any program administered by AC­
TION shall be used to finance, directly or 
indirectly, and activity designed to influence 
the outcome of any election to Federal of­
fice, or any voter registration activity, or to 
pay the salary of any officer or employee of 
the Office of Economic Opportunity, the 
Teacher Corps, or ACTION, who, in his of­
ficial capacity as such an officer or employee, 
engages in any such activity. As used in this 
section, the term 'election' has the same 
meaning given such term by section 301 (a) 
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 .. 
and the term 'Federal office' has the same 
meaning given such term by section 301(c) 
of such Act." 

DEFXNJ:T:ION OF LOWER Lrv:ING STANDARD 

BUDGET 
SEc. 21. Section 609 of the Act is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following: 
" ( 5) the term 'lower living standard budg­

et' n1eans that income level (adjusted for 
regional and metropolitan, urban and rural 
differences and family size) determined an­
nually by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of 
the Department of Labor and referred to by 
such Department as the 'lower living stand­
ard budget'." 

GUIDELINES 
SEC. 22. Part A of title VI of the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by add­
ing at the end thereof the following new sec­
tion: 

"GUIDELINES 
"SEc. 623. All rules, regulations, guidelines, 

instructions, and application forms publish­
ed or promulgated pursuant to this Act shall 
be published in the Federal Register at least 
thirty days prior to their effective date." 

NONDISCRIMINATION 
SEc. 23. Part A of title VI of the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964 is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section: 

"NONDISCRIMINATION PROVISIONS 
"SEc. 624. (a) The Director shall not pro­

vide financial assistance for any program un­
der this Act unless the grant, contract, or 
agreement with respect to such program spe­
cifically provides that no person with re­
sponsibilities in the operation of such pro­
gram will discriminate with respect to any 
such program because of race, creed, color, 
national origin, sex, political affiliation, or 
beliefs. 

"(b) No person in the United States shall 
on the ground of sex be excluded from par­
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of, be 
subjected to discrimination under, or be de­
nied employment in connection with, any 
program or activity receiving assistance un­
der this Act. The Director shall enforce the 
provisions of the preceding sentence in ac­
cordance with section 602 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. Section 603 of such Act shall 
apply with respect to any action taken by 
the Director to enforce such sentence. This 
section shall not be construed as affecting 
any other legal remedy that a person may 
have if that person is excluded from partici­
pation in, denied the benefits of, subjected 
to discrimination under, or denied employ­
ment in connection with any program or ac­
tivity receiving assistance under this Act." 

POVERTY LINE 
SEC. 24. Part A of title VI of the Economic 

Opportunity Act of 1964 is further amended 
by inserting the following new section at the 
end thereof: 

"POVERTY LINE 
"SEc. 625. (a) Every agency administering 

programs authorized by this Act in which 
the poverty line is a criterion of eligibility 
shall revise the poverty line at annual in­
tervals, or at any shorter interval it deems 
feasible and desirable. 

" (b) The revision required by subsection 
(a) of this section shall be accomplished by 
multiplying the official poverty line (as de­
fined by the Office of Management and 
Budget) by the average percentage change in 
the consumer price index during the annual 
or other interval immediately preceding the 
time at which the revision is made. 

" (c) Revisions required by subsection (a) 
of this section shall be made and issued not 
more than thirty days after the date on 
which the necessary consumer price index 
data becomes available." 

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
SEc. 25. (a) The Economic Opportunity Act 

is amended by inserting immediately after 
title VI the following new title: 

"TITLE VII-COMMUNITY ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
"SEc. 701. The purpose of this title is to 

encourage the development of special pro­
grams by which the residents of urban and 
rural low-income areas may, through self­
help and mobilization of the community at 
large, with appropriate Federal assistance, 
improve the quality of their economic and 
social participation in community life in such 
a way as to contribute to the elimination of 
poverty and the establishment of permanent 
economic and social benefits. 

"PART A-SPECIAL IMPACT PROGRAMS 
"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

"SEC. 711. The purpose of this part is to 
establish special programs of assistance to 
private locally initiated community corpora­
tions and related nonprofit agencies, includ­
ing cooperatives, or organizations conducting 
activities which ( 1) ·are directed to the 
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solution of the critical problems existing in 
particular communiites or neighborhoods 
(defined without regard to political or other 
subdivisions or boundaries) within those 
urban and rural areas having concentrations 
or substantial numbers of low-income per­
sons; (2) are of sufficient size, scope, and 
duration to have an appreciable impact in 
such communities, neighborhoods, and rural 
areas in arresting tendencies toward depend­
ency, chronic unemployment, and community 
deterioration; and (3) hold forth the pros­
pect of continuing to have such impact after 
the termination of financial assistance under 
this title. 

"ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAMS 
"SEC. 712. (a) The Director is authorized 

to provide financial ·assistance to community 
development corporations and to cooperatives 
and other nonprofit agencies in conjunction 
with qualifying community development cor­
porations for the payment of aU or part of 
the costs of programs which are designed to 
carry out the purposes of this part. Such 
programs shall be restricted in number so 
that each is of sufficient size, scope, and 
duration to have an appreciable impact on 
the area served. Such programs may in­
clude-

" ( 1) economic and business development 
programs, including programs which provide 
financial and other assistance (including 
equity capital) to start, expand, 6r locate 
businesses in or near the areas served so as 
to provide employment and ownership op­
portunities for residents of such areas, and 
programs including those described in title 
IV of this Act for small businesses in or 
owned by residents of such areas; 

"(2) community development and housing 
activities which create new training, employ­
ment, and ownership opportunities and 
which contribute to an improved living en­
vironment; and 

"(3) manpower training programs for un­
employed or low-income persons which sup­
port and complement economic, business, 
housing, and community development pro­
grams, including without limitation activ-

. ities such as those described in part B of title 
I of this Act. 

"(b) The Director shall conduct programS 
assisted under this part so as to contribute, 
on an equitable basis between urban and 
rural areas, to the elimination of poverty and 
the establishment of permanent economic 
and social benefits in such areas. 

"REQUffiEMENTS FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
"SEC. 713. (a) The Director, under such 

regulations as he may establish, shall not 
provide financial assistance for any program 
or component project under this part unless 
he determines that---

"(1) such community development corpo­
ration is responsive to residents of the area 
under guidelines established by the Director; 

"(2) all projects and related facilities will, 
to the maximum feasible extent, be located 
in the area served; 

"(3) projects will, where feasible, promote 
the development of entrepreneurial and man­
agement skills and the ownership or partici­
pation in ownership of assisted businesses 
and housing, cooperatively or otherwise, by 
residents of the area served; 

"(4) projects will be planned and carried 
out with the maximum participation of local 
businessmen and financial institutions and 
organizations by their inclusion on program 
boards of directors, advisory councils, or 
through other appropriate means; 

" ( 5) the program will be appropriately 
coordinated with local planning under this 
Act, the Demonstration Cities and Metro­
politan Development Act of 1966, ana with 
other relevant planning for physical and 
human resources of the areas served; 

"(6) the requirements of subsections 122 
(e) and 124(a) of this Act have been met; 

"(7) preference will be given to low in­
come or economically disadvantaged resi­
dents of the areas served in filling jobs and 
training opportunities; and 

" ( 8) training programs carried out in con­
nection with projects financed under this 
part shall be designed wherever feasible to 
provide those persons who successfully com­
plete such training with skills which are 
also in demand in communities, neighbor­
hoods, or rural areas, other than those for 
which programs a-re established under this 
part. 

" (b) Financial assistance under this sec­
tion shall not be extended to assist in the 
relocation of establishments from one loca­
tion to another if such relocation would re­
sult in an increase in unemployment in the 
area of original location. 

" (c) The level of financial assistance for 
related purposes under this Act to the area 
served by a special impact program shall not 
be diminished in order to subSititute funds 
authorized by this part. 
"APPLICATION OF OTHER FEDERAL RESOURCES 

"SEC. 714. (a) SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRA• 
TION PROGRAMS.-

" ( 1) Funds granted under this part which 
are invested, directly or indirectly, in a small 
business im estment "Jtr..pany or a local de­
velopment company shall be included as 
'private paid-in capital and paid-in surplus,' 
'combined paid-in capital and paid-in sur­
plus,' and 'paid-in capital' for purposes of 
sections 302, 303, and 502, respectively, of the 
Small Business Investment Act of 1958. 

"(2) Within ninety days of the enactment 
of the Economic Opportunity Amendments 
of 1972, the Administrator of the Small Busi­
ness Administration, after consultation with 
the Director, shall prescribe such regulations 
as may be necessary and appropriate to in­
sure the availability to community develop­
ment corporations of such programs as shall 
further the purposes of this part. 

"(b) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRA­
TION PROGRAMS.-

" ( 1) Areas selected for assistance under 
this part shall be deemed 'redevelopment 
areas' within the meaning of section 401 of 
the Public Works and Economic Develop­
ment Act of 1965, and shall qualify for as­
sistance under the provisions of title I and 
title II of that Act. 

"(2) Within ninety days of the enactment 
of the Economic Opportunity Amendments 
of 1972, the Secretary of Commerce, after 
consultation with the Director, shall pre­
scribe such regulations as xnay be necessary 
and appropriate to insure the availability to 
community development corporations of such 
programs as shall further the purposes of 
this part. 

"(C) PROGRAMS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
!":OUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT.-The Sec­
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
after consultation with the Director, shall 
take all necessary steps (1) to assure that 
community development corporations as­
sisted under this part or their subsidiaries, 
shall qualify as sponsors under section 106 
of the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1968, and sections 221, 235, and 236 of the 
National Housing Act of 1949; (2) to assure 
that land for housing and business location 
and expansion is ma-de available under title 
I of the Housing Act of 1949 as may be neces­
sary to carry out the purposes of this part; 
and (3) to assure that funds are available 
under section 701 (b) of the Housing Act of 
1954 tr· community development corporations 
assisted under this part. 

"(d) COORDINATION AND COOPERATION.-The 
Director shall take such steps as may be 
necessary and appropriate, in coordination 
and cooperation with the heads of other Fed­
eral departments and agencies, so that con­
tracts, subcontracts, and deposits made by 
the Federal Government or in connection 

with programs aided with Federal funds 
are placed in such a way as to further the 
purposes of this part. 

" (e) REPORTING ON OTHER FEDERAL RE­
SOURCES.-On or before six months after the 
date of enactment of the Economic Oppor­
tunity Amendments of 1972, and annually 
thereafter, the Director shall submit to the 
Congress a detailed report setting forth a de­
scription of all Federal agency programs 
which he finds relevant to achieving the 
purposes of this part and the extent to which 
such programs have been made available to 
community development corporations receiv­
ing financial assistance under this part in­
cluding specifically the availability and effec­
tiveness of programs referred to in subsec­
tions (a), (b), and (c) of this section. 
Where appropriate, the report required under 
this subsection also shall contain recom­
mendations for the more effective utilization 
of Federal agency programs for carrying out 
the purposes of this part. 

"FEDERAL SHARE 
"SEc. 715. Federal grants to any program 

carried out pursuant to this part, including 
grants used by community development cor­
porations for capital investments, shall ( 1) 
not exceed 90 per centum of the cost of 
such program including costs of administra­
tion unless the Director determines that as­
sistance in excess of such percentage is re­
quired in furtherance of the purposes of this 
part, and (2) be made available for deposit 
to the grantee, under conditions which the 
Director deems appropriate, within thirty 

. days following approval by the Director and 
the local community development corpora­
tion of the grant agreement. Non-Federal 
contributions may be in cash or in kind, fair­
ly evaluated, including but not limited to 
plant, equipment, and services. Capital in­
vestments made with funds granted as a 
result of the Federal share of the costs of 
programs carried out under this part, and the 
proceeds from such capital investments, shall 
not be considered Federal property. 

"PART B-RURAL PROGRAMS 
"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

"SEc. 721. It is the purpose of this part to 
meet the special economic needs of rural com­
munities or areas with concentrations or 
substantial numbers of low-income persons 
by providing support to self-help programs 
which promote economic development and 
independence, as a supplement to existing 
similar programs conducted by other de­
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov­
ernment. Such programs should encourage 
low-income families to pool their talents 
and resources so as to create and expand 
rural economic enterprise. 

"FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 
"SEC. 722. (a) The Director is authorized 

to provide financial assistance, including 
loans having a maximum maturity of 15 
years and in amounts not resulting in an 
aggregate principal indebtedness of more 
than $3,500 at any one time, to any low­
income rural family where, in the judgment 
of the Director, such financial assistance has 
a reasonable possibility of effecting a per­
xnanent increase in the income of such fam­
ilies, or will contribute to the improvement 
of their living or housing conditions, by as­
sisting or permitting them to--

" ( 1) acquire or improve real estate or re­
duce encumbrances or erect improvements 
thereon; 

"(2) operate or improve the operation of 
farms not larger than family sized, includ­
ing but not limited to the purchase of feed, 
seed, fertilizer, livestock, poultry, and equip­
ment; or 

"(3) participate in cooperative asociations, 
or to finance nonagricultural enterprises 
which will enable such families to supple­
ment their income. 
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,.(b) The Director is authorized to provide 

financial assistance to local cooperative asso­
ciations in rural areas containing concen­
trations or substantial numbers of low-in­
come persons for the purpose of defraying all 
or part of the costs of establishing and op­
erating cooperative programs for farming, 
purchasing, marketing, processing, and ~ 
improve their income as producers and thell' 
purchasing power as consumers, and to pro­
vide such essentials as credit and health 
services. Costs which may be defrayed shall 
include but not be limited to--

"(1) administrative costs of staff and over­
head; 

"(2) costs of planning and developing new 
enterprises; 

"(3) costs of acquiring techn ical assist-
ance; and 

"(4) initial capital where it is determined 
by the Director that the poverty of the fam­
ilies participating in the program and the 
social conditions of the rural area require 
such assistance. 

"LIMITATIONS ON ASSISTANCE 

"SEc. 723. (a) No financial assistance shall 
be provided under this part unless the Direc­
tor determines that-

" ( 1) any cooperative association receivin g 
assistance has a minimum of fifteen active 
members, a majority of which are low-in­
come rural persons; 

"(2) adequate technical assistance is made 
available and committed to the programs 
being supported; . 

"(3) such financial assistance will mate­
rially further the purposes of this part; and 

"(4) the applicant is fulfilling or willful­
fill a need for services, supplies. or facilities 
which is otherwise not being met. 

"(b) The level of financial assistance for 
related purposes under this Act to the area 
served by a program under this part shall 
not be diminished in order to substitute 
funds authorized by this part. 

"PART ~SUPPORT PROGRAM S 

" TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

"SEC. 731. (a) The Director shall provide 
directly or through grants, contracts, or other 
arrangements such technical assistance and 
training of personnel as may be required to 
effectively implement the purposes of this 
title. No financial assistance shall be provided 
to any public or private organization under 
this section unless the Director provides the 
beneficiaries of these services with oppor­
tunity to participate in tlle selection of and 
to review the quality and utility of the serv­
ices furnished them by such organization. 

"(b) Technical assistance to community 
development corporations and both urban 
and rural cooperatives may include planning, 
management, legal, preparation of feasibility 
studies, product development, marketing, and 
the provision of stipends to encourage skilled 
professionals to engage in full-time activities 
under the direction of a community orga­
nization financially assisted under this title. 

" (c) Training for employees of community 
development corporations and for employees 
and members of urban and rural cooperatives 
shall include, but not be limited to, on-the­
job training, classroom instruction, and 
scholarships to assist them in development, 
managerial, entrepreneurial, planning, and 
other technical and organizational skills 
which will contribute to the effectiveness of 
programs assisted under this title. 

"DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND 

"SEC. 732. (a) The Director is authorized to 
make or guarantee loans (either directly or 
in cooperation with banks or other organiza­
tions through agreements to participate on 
an immediate or deferred basis) to com­
munity development corporations and to co­
operatives eligible for financial assistance 
under section 712 of this title, to faml11es 
under section 722 (a) , and to local coopera-

tives eligible for financial assistance under 
section 722 (b) for business, housing, and 
community development projects who the 
Director determines will carry out the pur­
poses of this title. No loans, guarantees, or 
other financial assistance shall be provided 
under this section unless the Director de­
termines that-

"(1) there is reasonable assurance of re­
payment of the loan; 

1' (2) a loan is not otherwise available on 
reasonable terms from private sources or 
other Federal, State, or local programs; and 

"(3) the amount of the loan, together 
witll other funds available, is adequate to 
assure completion of the project or achieve­
ment of the purposes for which the loan is 
made. 

Loans made by the Dh·ector pursuant to 
this section shall bear interest at a rate 
not less than a rate determined by the Sec­
retary of the Treasury taking into consid­
eration the average market yield on out­
standing Treasury obligations of compara­
ble maturity, plus such additional charge, 
if any, toward covering other costs of the 
program as the Director may determine to 
be consistent with its purposes, except that; 
for the five years following the date on 
which funds are initially available to the 
borrower, the rate of interest shall be set 
at a rate considered appropriate by the Di­
rector in light of the particular needs of 
the borrower, which rate shall not be lower 
than 1 per centum. All such loans shall be 
repayable within a period of not more than 
thirty years. · 

"(b) The Director is authorized to a d.iust 
interest rates, grant moratoriums on re1 .. j' ­

ment of principal and interest, collect or 
compromise any obligations held by him, 
and to take such other actions in respect 
to such loans as he shall determine to be 
necessary or appropriate1 consistent with 
the purposes of this section. 

" (c) ( 1) To carry out the lending and 
guaranty functions authorized under this 
part, there shall be established a Develop­
ment Loan Fund consisting of two separate 
accounts, one of which shall be a revolving 
fund called the Rural Development Loan 
Fund and the other of which shall be a re­
volving fund called the Community Devel­
opment Loan Fund. The capital of each 
such revolving fund shall remain available 
until expended. 

"(2) The Rural Development Loan Fund 
shall consist of such amounts as may be de­
posited in such Fund by the Director out of 
funds made available from appropriations 
for the purposes of carrying out this title. 

"(3) The Community Development Loan 
Fund shall consist of such amounts as may 
be deposited in such fund by the Director 
out of funds made available from appro­
priations for the purpose of carrying out 
this title. The Secretary may make deposits 
in the Community Development Loan Fund 
in any fiscal year in which he has made 
available for grants to community develop­
ment corporations not less than $60,000,000 
out of funds made available from appro­
priations for the purpose of carrying out 
this title. 

"EVALUATION AND RESEARCH 

"SEc. 733. (a) Each program for which 
grants are made under this title shall pro­
vide for a thorough evaluation of the effec­
tiveness of the program in achieving its pur­
poses, which evaluation shall be conducted 
by such public or private organizations as the 
Director may designate, and all or part of 
the costs of evaluation may be paid from 
funds appropriated to carry out this part. The 
results of such evaluations, together with 
the Director's findings and recommendations 
concerning the program, shall be included in 
the report required by section 608 of this Act. 

"(b) The Director shall conduct, either di­
rectly or through grants or other arrange-

ments, research designed to suggest new pro­
grams and policies to achieve the purposes 
of this title in such ways as to provide op­
portunities for employment, ownership, and 
a better quality of life for low-income resi­
dents. The Director shall particularly investi­
gate the feasibility and most appropriate 
manner of establishing development banks 
and similar institutions and shall report to 
the Congress on his research findings and 
recommendations not later than June 30, 
1973. 

"PART D-GENERAL 

" P ROGRAM DURATION AND AUTHORITY 

"SEc. 741. The Director shall carry out pro­
grams provided for in this title during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and for the 
three succeeding fiscal years. For each fiscal 
year only such sums may be appropriated as 
the Congress may authorize by law." 

(b) Part D of title I of the Economic Op­
portunity Act of 1964 is repealed. 

AMENDMENT WITH RESPECT TO VOLUNTEER 

PROGRAMS 

SEC. 26. (a) The second sentence of sec­
tion 801 of the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964 is amended by inserting after the words 
"to eliminate poverty" the following: "and to 
deal with environmental problems focused 
primarily upon the needs of low-income per­
sons and the communities in which they 
reside". 

(b) Section 811 (a) of such Act is amended 
as follows: 

(1) by strildng out the first sentence there­
of, and 

(2) by inserting in lieu thereof: "Volun­
teers under this part shall be required to 
make a full-time personal commitment to 
achieving the purpose of this title and the 
goals of the projects or programs to which 
they are assigned." 

(c) Section 820 (a) of such Act is amended 
as follows: 

(1) by striking out the first sentence of 
subsection (a) , and 

(2) by inserting in lieu thereof: "The Di­
rector shall develop programs designed to 
expand opportunities for persons to partici­
pate in a direct and personal way, on a part­
time basis or for short periods of service 
either in their home or nearby communities 
or elsewhere, in volunteer activities contrib­
uting to the elimination of poverty and 
otherwise in furtherance of the purpose of 
this title." 

(d) The first sentence of section 821 of 
such Act is amended, effective July 1, 1972, 
by inserting before the period at the end 
thereof a comma and the following: "and 
such programs shall include any program, 
project, or activity otherwise authorized 
under the provisions of this title for which 
academic credit is granted to volunteer par­
ticipants in connection with their volunteer 
service (not including time devoted to 
training) ". 

EVALUATION 

SEc. 27. (a) The Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964 is further amended by inserting 
at the end thereof the following new tit le: 

"TITLE IX-EVALUATION 
"COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS 

"SEc. 901. (a) The Director shall provide 
for the continuing evaluation of programs 
under this Act and of programs authorized 
under related Acts, including evaluations 
that describe and measure, with appropriate 
means and to the extent feasible, the impact 
of such programs, their effectiveness in 
achieving stated goals, their impact on re­
lated programs, and their structure, and 
mechanisms for delivery of services, and in­
cluding, where appropriate, comparisons 
with appropriate control groups composed 
of persons who have not participated in such 
programs. The Director may, for such pur­
poses, contract or make other arrangements 
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for independent evaluations of, those pro­
grams or individual projects. 

"(b) The Director shall to the extent feas­
ible develop and publish standards for evalu­
ation of program effectiveness in achieving 
the objectives of this Act. He shall consider 
the extent to which such standards have been 
met in deciding whether to renew or supple­
ment financial assistance authorized under 
any section of this Act. 

"(c) In carrying out this title, the Di­
rector may require community action agen­
cies to provide independent evaluations. 

"COOPERATION OF OTHER AGENCIES 
"SEc. 902. Federal agencies administering 

programs related to this Act shall-
" ( 1) cooperate with the Director in the 

discharge of his responsibllity to plan and 
conduct evaluations of such poverty-related 
programs as he deems appropriate, to the 
fullest extent permitted by other applicable 
law; and 

" (2) provide the Director on a cooperative 
basis with such agency, with such statistical 
data, program reports, and other materials, 
as they collect and compile on program op­
erations, beneficiaries, and effectiveness. 

''CONSULTATION 
"SEC. 903. (a) In carrying out evaluations 

under this title, the Director shall, whenever 
possible, arrange to obtain the opinions of 
program participants about the strengths 
and weaknesses of programs. 

"(b) The Director shall consult, when 
appropriate, with State agencies, in order 
to provide for jointly sponsored objective 
evaluation studies of programs on a State 
basis. 

"PUBLICATION OF EVALUATION RESULTS 
"SEc. 904. (a) The Director shall publish 

summaries (prepared by the evaluator) of 
the results of evaluative research and eval­
uations of program impact and effective­
ness no later than sixty days after its com­
pletion. 

" (b) The Director shall take necessary 
action to assure that all studies, evaluations, 
proposals, and data produced or developed 
with Federal funds shall become the prop­
erty of the United States. 

"(c) The Director shall publish summaries 
of the results of activities carried out pur­
suant .:to this title in the report required by 
section 608 of this Act. 

"EVALUATION BY OTHER ADMINISTERING 
AGENCIES 

"SEc. 905. The head of any agency ad­
ministering a program authorized under 
this Act may, with respect such program, 
conduct evaluations and take other actions 
authorized under this title to the same ex­
tent and in the same manner as the Director 
under this title. Nothing in this section shall 
preclude the Director from conducting such 
evaluations or taking such actions otherwise 
authorized under this title with respect to 
such programs." 

(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 113, sub­
sections (b) and (c) of section 132, section 
233, and section 314(b) of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 are repealed. 

(2) Section 632 (2) of such Act is amended 
by striking out "carry on a continuing eval­
uation of all activities under this Act, and". 

(3) Sections 132 and 314 of such Act are 
each amended by striking out "(a)". 

FUNCTIONS OF DIRECTOR 
SEc. 28. Notwithstanding the provisions of 

section 602 (d) of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964, the Director of the Office of Eco­
nomic Opportunity shall not delegate his 
functions under section 221 and title VII of 
such Act to any other agency. 
AMENDMENT TO THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT OF 

1965 

SEc. 29. (a) Section 611 (a) of the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 (42 u .s.a. 3044(b)) is 

amended by adding at the end t hereof the 
following new sentence: "The Director of 
ACTION may approve assistance in excess of 
90 per centum of the cost of the development 
and operation of such projects if he deter­
mines, in accordance with regulat ions estab­
lishing objective criteria, that such action is 
required in furtherance of the purposes of 
this section." 

(b) The amendment m ade by subsection 
(a ) of this section shall be effective from the 
date of enactment of this Act. In the case of 
any project with respect to which, prior to 
such date, a grant or contract has been made 
under such section or with respect to any 

·project under the Foster Grandparent pro­
gram in effect prior to September 17, 1969, 
contributions in cash or in kind from the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Depart ment of the 
Interior, toward the cost of the project may 
be counted as part of the cost thereof which 
is met from non-Federal sources. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
CARL D. PERKINS, 
ROMAN C. PUCINSKI, 
AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, 
WILLIAM D. FORD, 
PATSY T. MINK, 
ALBERT H. QUIE, 
JOHN N. ERLENBORN, 
WILLIAM A. STEIGER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
GAYLORD NELSON, 
HAROLD E. HUGHES, 
ADLAI E. STEVENSON III, 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
BoB TAFT, Jr., 
J. JAVITS, . 
RICHARDS. SCHWEIKER, 
PETER H. DOMINICK, 
J. GLENN BEALL, Jr., 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 

COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and the Senate at the conference on the dis­
agreeing votes of the two houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the House bill 
(H.R. 12350) to provide for the continuation 

· of prograxns authorizea under the Economic 
Opportunity Act of i964, and for other pur­
poses, submit the following joint statement 
to the House and the Senate in explanation 
of the effect of· the action agreed upon by 
the managers and recommended in the ac­
companying conference report: 

The points in disagreement and the con­
ference resolution of them are as follows: 

The House bill authorized $2,304,066,000 
for fiscal year 1972 and $3,000,000,000 for fis­
cal year 1973. Of these amounts $350,000,000 
a year was reserved for local initiative pro­
grams and a specific authorization of $500,-
000,000 for fiscal 1972 and $1,000,000,000 for 
fiscal 1973 was authorized for Project Head­
start. 

The Senate amendment authorized the 
following amounts: 

[In millions) 

Def~~~~~E~f-~~~~~ ~-r~~~~~s: 
Special NYC ____ __ ___ ___ _ _ 

Health, education , and wel­
fare programs: 

HeadstarL _____ _______ _ ..: 
Follow Through ____ _____ _ _ 

ACTION programs: VISTA __ _ 
OEO programs: 

Total titles II , Ill, VI, VII, 

Lo~~i ~iiiatCve-c:::::::: 
Legal services 1 ___ ____ ___ _ 

Comprehensive health ____ _ 
Emergency food _____ ____ _ 
Family planning ___ ___ ___ _ 
sos ______ __ ---- ---------
Alcoholic counseling _____ _ ..; 

1972 

$900.0 
500.0 

500. 0 
100.0 
37.0 

(950.0) 
328.9 
71.5 

114.0 
62.5 
25.0 
8.8 

18.0 

1973 1974 

$950. 0 $950. 0 
500.0 500.0 

500.0 500.0 
100. 0 100.0 
58. 0 ----------

(1, 000. 0) 
328.9 
71.5 

114.0 
62.5 
25.0 

8. 8 
18.0 

(1 , 000. 0) 
328.9 
71.5 

114.0 
62. 5 
25.0 
8.8 

18.0 

[In millions] 

Drug rehabilitation _______ _ 
Environmental action _____ _ 

~~~~~u~0~rs~~fCon~~=:::::: : 
Design and planning _____ _ 
Youth recreation and sports. 
T. & T.A., SEOO, R. & D __ _ 
Title Ill migra nts _____ , __ _ 
Titles VI and X __________ _ 
Title VII _______ ____ _____ _ 
Other ___ ___ ___ _ ---------

Add ons : 

1972 

$18.0 
5. 0 

10.0 
7. 5 

10.0 
6. 0 

117. 6 
38.0 
18.0 
58.0 
33.2 

1973 

H8.0 
5.0 

10.0 
7. 5 

10.0 
6. 0 

117.6 
38. 0 
18.0 
58.0 
83.2 

1974 

$18.0 
5.0 

10. 0 
7.5 

10.0 
6.0 

117.6 
38.0 
18.0 
58. 0 
83.2 

l~~~~v;~rvices::::::==~============: 1~~: ~ 1~~: ~ 
Ru ral housing_____________________ _ 5. 0 5. 0 

~b~~~~== :::::::::::::::: _____ ~~~ ~ _ -----2i ~ 2------2C 2· 
Urban housi ng____ ________ 20. 0 20.0 20.0 
Special assistance______ ___ 50.0 50.0 50.0 

1 These amou nts are reservations as well as authorization 
levels. 

The conference agreement contains the 
following authorizations of appropriations: 

For title I, Parts A, B, and E (work and 
training programs) the sums of $900,300,000 
for fiscal year 1973 and $950,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1974; 

For Headstart the sums of $485,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1973 and $500,000,000 for fiscal year 
1974; 

For Follow Through the sums of $70,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 1973 and 1974; 

For title VIII (VISTA) the sum of $74,000,-
000 for fiscal year 1974; 

For all CEO-administered programs, titles 
II, III, VI, VII and IX the sums of $840,000,-
000 for fiscal year 1973 and $870,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1974. Of the amounts appropriated 
for OEO programs, the conference agreement 

· reserves not less than $328,900,000 for pro­
grams under section 221 of the Act (Local 
Initiative) for each fiscal year and not less 
than $71,500,000 for Legal Services programs 
under section 222(a) (3) for each fiscal year. 
The conference agreexnent further provides 
that the remaining amounts are to be so al­
located that for each fiscal year not less than 
$18,000,000 shall be used for the Alcoholic 
Counseling and Recovery program under sec­
tion 222(a) (8) and not less than $30,000,000 
shall be used for the Emergency Food and 
Medical Services program under section 222 
(a)(5). 

For the balance of the programs operated 
· by OEO, the conferees strongly recommend 
· that the following amounts be made available 

for each of the programs; 

Comprehensive health ____ _ 
Family planning ________ _ _ 
Senior opportunities ___ ___ _ 
Drug rehabilitation _______ _ 
Environmental action _____ _ 
Rural housing ________ __ _ _ 
Consumer action ________ _ _ 

~~~~~n r~g~f;i~~"!~~-- - --­
T. s£o-f~!~ : sE:oo:R.-&-o::: 
Title Ill (migrants) ______ _ 
Title VI and IX (adminis-

tration and evaluation) __ 
Title VII (community 

economic development) __ 

Fiscal1973 

$100, 000, 000 
20, 000, 000 
8, 000,000 

18,000, 000 
5, 000,000 

15, 000, 000 
7, 500, 000 

10, 000,000 

4, 500,000 
109, 600, 000 
36, 000, 000 

18, 000,000 

40, 000,000 

Fiscal1974 

$100, 000, 000 
20, 000,000 
18, 000, 000 
19,000, 000 
5, 000,000 

20,000,000 
7, 500,000 

10,000,000 

4, 500,000 
109,600,000 

36, 000,000 

18,000,000 

55,000,000 

In paragraphs ( 2) and ( 3) of section 3 (c) 
of the conference agreement, the term "re­
serve and make available" is used in connec­
tion with the reservation and allocation of 
funds. By this the conferees mean that the 
suxns required to be "made available" shall 
be newly obligated during each of the fiscal 
years for which such sums are required to be 
made avana.ble. 

The Senate amendment authorized the 
Secretary of HEW to establish procedures to 
assure that not less than 10% of the en-
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rollment opportunities in Project Headstart 
in the nation be available for handicapped 
children. There was no comparable House 
provision. The House recedes. 

The House bill extended the authority for 
programs under the Act for two additional 
years. The Senate amendment extended the 
provision for three additional years. The 
House recedes. 

The senate amendment extended the 
length of time a person C!'tn serve on a com­
munity action board from three to six con­
secutive years and increased the total number 
of years a person may serve to twelve years. 
There was no comparable House provision. 
The conference agreement extends the length 
of service on a community action board to five 
consecutive years and increases the total 
number of years to ten. 

The House bill .required that the public of­
ficials who comprise one-third of each com­
munity a-ction agency board be elected of­
ficials except where fewer than the requisite 
number of elected officials were available and 
willing t.o serve, in which case appointive 
public officials could be counted toward ful­
filllng the requirements of this subsection. 
There was no comparable Senate provision. 
The Senate recedes with the understanding 
that elected officials refers to those with gen­
eral governmental responsibilities or respon­
sibilies encompassing antipoverty programs-­
not to officials with limited or administrative 
responsibllitles in specialized areas, such as 
a water district commissioner. 

The House bill established guidelines which 
must be followed by the Secretary of Health. 
Education, and Welfare in promulgating fee 
schedules for the participation of non-low­
income children in Project Headstart. No 
charge could be made with respect to any 
child who was a member of a family with 

· an annual income less than $4,320. A gradu­
ated fee schedule was prescribed up to the 
level of the lower living standard budget as 
determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis­
tics. Beyond that point the Secretary is given 
discretion. There was no comparable Senate 
provision. The Senate recedes. 

The Con'ference agreement further pro­
vides that if the Secretary of HEW certifies 
that the establishment of such a fee sched­
ule would substantially impair the ongoing 
Headstart programs, he may postpone their 
establishment, but under no circumstances 
may such establishment be postponed 
beyond April 1, 1973. 

The Senate amendment allowed addicts en­
rolled and participating in methadone main­
tenance treatment or therapeutic programs 
to participate in the program. The House 
bill limited participation to rehabilitated 
addicts. The House recedes. 

The Senate amendment allowed tlle Direc­
tor to undertake special programs assisting 
employers in dealing with problems of em­
ployee "drug abuse and dependency". 'The 
House bill only allowed programs dealing 
with "drug abuse". The House recedes. 

The senate amendment required that 
priority be given to areas within the States 
having the highest percentage of addicts. 
There was no comparable House pr~vision. 
The House recedes. 

Both the House bill and the senate amend­
ment called upon the Director to establish 
procedures whereby addicts undergoing re­
habilitation and participation in this pro­
gram who, during the course of such 
rehabilitation, became non-low-income as a 
result thereof would nevertheless remain 
eligible to participate in this program until 
they had completed a full course of 
rehabilitation. The House bill also made 
clear that there is to be no exception to 
income criteria for initial entry into the pro­
gram. The Senate amen:dment had no com­
parable provision. The Senate recedes. 

Both the House bill and the Senate amend­
ment established an Environmental Action 
progTam through which low-income persons 

would be paid for working on projects to 
combat pollution or to improve the environ­
ment. The Senate amendment also required 
that such work projects be those which 
would not otherwise be performed. There 
was no comparable House provision. The 
House recedes. The purpose of the provision 
in the senate amendment is to insure that 
the program be operated in such a way as 
not to displace persons currently employed 
in similar tasks, but the conferees wish to 
make clear that they do not expect the Direc­
tor to arbitrarily use the language as an 
excuse for not funding programs aut horized 
under this section. 

Both the House blll and the Senate amend­
ment authorized a new program to be known 
as Rural Housing and Rehabilitation. In 
addition, the Senate amendment allowed the 
use of persons enrolled in Mainstream pro­
grams in the construction, rehabilitation:, 
and repair of housing for low-inoome per­
sons under this paragraph. The House recedes. 
The conferees wish it clearly understood 
that this new program is intended for a 
llm.lted number of sponsors in order to 
fully demonstrate its potential. The con­
ferees expect that the program will be 
administered in the national office of the 
Office of Economic Opportunity and that no 
regionalization of the program will take 
place until Congress has had an opportunity 
to assess its effectiven:ess. 

The Senate amendment placed the admin­
istrative responsibility for the Youth Recre­
ation and Sports Program with the Director 
of the Office of Economic Opportunity. The 
House bill placed such responsibility with 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare. The House recedes. The conferees wish 
to make clear that the Director of the Office 
of Economic Opportunity is given the dis­
cretion to continue to enter into delegation 
agreements he considers appropriate. 

The Senate amendment specifically re­
quired the participation of all significant 
segments of low-income population to be 
served. There was no comparable House pro­
vision. The House recedes. 

The House bill and the Senate amendment 
authorized the Director to provide finan­
cial assistance for projects designed to serve 
groups of low-income individuals who are 
not being effectively served by other pro­
grams under this title. The Senate amend­
ment authorized $50 million for fiscal year 
1972 and the two succeeding fiscal years. The 
House blll authorized $50 million for fiscal 
year 1972 and such sums as may be neces­
sary for each succeeding fiscal year, creat­
ing in effect a permanent authorization. The 
conference agreement contains the sub­
stance of the amendment but eliminates the 
specific dollar authorizations. 

The House bill provided for the equitable 
distribution of financial assistance under the 
Act to all significant segments of the low­
income population witbin a State and with­
in a community. The Senate amendment re­
quired such equitable distribution only 
within a community. The Senate recedes. 

The conferees urge the Director to exer­
cise authority under this section to the ex­
tent appropriate to accomplish its purposes, 
utilizing funds available under the authori­
zation for programs conducted under title II 
of the Act. 

The House b111 prohibited the use of funds 
appropriated for Teacher Corps or ACTION 
from being used to finance any activity de­
signed to influence the outcome of any elec-
tion, or for voter registration, or to pay the 
salary of any officer or employee of OEO, 
Teacher Corps or ACTION who in an official 
capacity engages in such activity. As used in 
this amendment, "election .. and "Federal of­
fice" are defined as in the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971. There was no com­
parable Senate provision. The Senate recedes. 

The House bill required that any standards 
for day care programs be no less compre-

hensive than the interagency day care re­
quirements as approved by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Office of 
Economic Opportunity, and the Department 
of Labor on september 23, 1968. There was 
no comparable Senate provision. The Sen­
ate recedes. 

The Senate amendment amended section 
616 of the Economic Opportunity Act to in­
crease the portion of an allocation that may 
be transferred from one program or activity 
to another from 15% to 25%. The amend­
ment also deleted the limitation which 
placed a ceiling on ~he amount that may be 
transferred into a program. Existing law pro­
vided that such transfers could not result 
in increasing by more than 100% any pro­
gram for which there was available $10 mil­
lion or less or by increasing by 25 % any 
program for which amounts available were in 
excess of $10 million. The House bill reduced 
the authority of the Director to transfer ear­
marked funds to 10 % of the amount appro­
priated or allocated. The House bill further 
limited the degree to which the program or 
activity could be increased. The conference 
agreement increases the portion of an allo­
cation that may be transferred from one 
program to another to 20 per centum. 

The House bill prohibited any funds ap­
propriated for programs administered by the 
Office of Economic Opportunity or ACTION 
from being used to finance any activity in 
which students in higher education perform 
voluntary or community service where, as a 
condition for eligibility for funds, an institu­
tion is required to award credit to students 
for training or experience derived from such 
voluntary or community service. There was 
no comparable Senate provision. The House 
recedes. 

The Senate amendment prohibited the Di­
rector from providing financial assistance 
to anyone under this Act unless the grant, 
contract or agreement under which funds 
are to be provided specifically provides that 
no person with responsibilities in the opera­
tion of such program wm discriminate be­
cause of race, creed, color, national origin, 
sex, political affiliation or beliefs. There was 
no comparable House provision. The House 
recedes. 

The Senate amendment prohibited sex 
discrimination, to be enforced in accordance 
with Civil Rights Act procedures. There was 
no comparable House provision. The House 
recedes. 

The House blll required the national pover­
ty action plan to be presented by Decem­
ber 31, 1971. The Senate amendment required 
submission by August 1, 1972. The House 
bill required subsequent plans no later than 
December 31st of succeeding years. The Sen­
ate amendment required subsequent reports 
on January 31st of each year. The dates pro­
vided in both the House and Senate bill 
presented a situation where it would have 
been impossible for the agency to comply. 
Therefore, the conferees dropped the specific 
date that the national poverty action plan 
was to be presented to the Congress. It is the 
intention of the conferees, however, that at 
the earliest possible date the Office of Eco­
nomic Opportunity submit such a plan. 

Both the House bill and the Senate amend­
ment consolidated all evaluation activities 
into a single title. They differed in the fol­
lowing respects: 

(a) The Senate amendment specified that 
such evaluations may be made of programs 
under the Office of Economic Opportunity 
Act, or related Acts. There was no com­
parable House provision. The House recedes. 

(b) The Senate amendment qualified the 
directives to develop evaluation standards 
with the wbrds "to the extent feasible". 
There was no comparable House provision. 
The House recedes. 

(c) The House blll required the results of 
evaluation to be considered in renewing 
financial assistance. There was no compa· 
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rable Senate provision. The Senate recedes. 

(d) The Senate amendment required the 
Director to exchange data "on a cooper~tive 
basis with such agency." There was no com­
parable House provision. The House recedes. 

(e) Under the House bill the Director would 
"consult where appropriate with States to -
sponsor jointly funded evaluations" while 
the Senate amendment read "may consult 
when appropriate." The Senate recedes. 

(f) The House bill required the publica­
tion of evaluations where the Senate amend­
ment only required the publication of sum­
maries of such evaluations. The conference 
agreement requires that summaries pre­
pared by the evaluator be published. The 
conferees want to make clear that the pub­
lication of such summaries in no way re­
lieves the Director from existing obligations 
to make evaluation reports in their entirety 
available to the Congress. 

(g) The Senate bill authorized the head 
of any agency administering a program au­
thorized by the Act to conduct evaluations 
or take other actions authorized under this 
title but specified that nothing in this sec­
tion would preclude the Director from con­
ducting such evaluations or taking such ac­
tions as otherwise authorized under the Act. 
There was no comparable House provision. 
The House recedes. 

Both the House bill and Senate amend­
ment established a new title of the Eco­
nomic Opportunity Act to create a National 
Legal Services Corporation. 

The Conferees regret that it was necessary 
to delete Title IX, which would have estab­
lished a National Legal Services Corpora­
tion, as a result of the failure to reach agree­
ment with respect to the composition of 
the Board of Directors and certain other 
elements of the Corporation. 

The Conferees continue to strongly sup­
port the existing legal services program and 
the concept of a legal services corporation 
and intend to continue to seek appropriate 
means of expanding the program and insur­
ing its independence, to provide the poor 
greater access to our system of justice under 
law. 

The Senate amendment established a new 
program in title II, Design and Planning As­
sistance Programs, providing for the Direc­
tor to fund to community-based design and 
planning organizations to provide technical 
assistance and professional services to com­
munity organizations and to continue ex­
isting section 232 programs of a comparable 
nature. There was no comparable House pro­
vision. The House recedes_ 

The Senate amendment established a new 
program in title II, Consumer Action and 
Cooperative Programs, providing for the Di­
rector to fund programs in consumer advo­
cacy .and protection and to continue existing 
section 232 programs of a similar nature. 
There was no comparable House provision. 
The House recedes. 

The Senate amendment established a,' new 
program in title II, Urban Housing Demon­
stration Projects, to authorize the Director 
to provide financial assistance for demon­
stration projects in urban areas, and author­
ized $20.0 million for each of three fiscal 
years. There was no comparable House pro­
vision. The Senate recedes. 

While the conferees did not adopt the new 
specific authority for Urban Housing Demon­
stration Projects contained in the Senate 
amendment, they expect the Director of the 
Office of Economic Opportunity to increase 
funding of projects to assist low-income fam­
ilies living in neighborhoods characterized by 
abandonment and deteriorating residential 
housing to maintain and upgrade existing 
substandard residential housing in such 
neighborhoods. The projects are to be car­
ried out by appropriate community based 
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organizations including tenant associations. 
It is anticipated that such projects may in­
clude financial assistance in the form of 
grants and loans for administrative expenses 
and to defray costs of repair and moderate 
rehabilitation, for tenant organization and 
counselling, management and maintenance 
services, and for encouragement of home 
ownership by low-income families. It is an­
ticipated that such projects will be funded 
from general sources available under the Act, 
including general demonstration authority 
and authority under Title VII. Community 
Economic Development, to the extent con­
sistent with that title; however, no such 
projects are to be funded from sums made 
available under the new Rural Housing and 
Rehabilitation programs. 

The Senate amendment prohibited the Di· 
rector from delegating his functions under 
section 221 and title VII of such Act, not­
withstanding the provisions authorizing dele­
gation of programs of section 602 of the 
Economic Opportunity Act. There was no 
comparable House provision. The House re­
cedes. 

The Senate amendment combined the ex­
isting title I-D Special Impact Program and 
title III-A Rural Loan Program into a new 
unified Community Economic Development 
Program (title VII). This new title provided 
expanded authorization for grants as well as 
loans to rural cooperatives. There was no 
comparable House provision. The House re­
cedes. 

The rules of the House forbid managers on 
the part of the House from accepting Sen­
ate amendments that provide for appropria­
tions within authorization bills. It was felt 
that the transfer of funds from one agency 
to another and the requirement that interest 
payments on loans from a revolving fund be 
returned to the fund rather than to the 
Treasury would violate the rule against in­
cluding appropriations pro\Tisions in au­
thorizing legislation. 

It was therefore necessary for the con­
ferees reluctantly to delete those provisions 
of title VII that detailed the operation of 
the newly authorized Community Develop­
ment and Rural Development revolving 
funds, to delete those provisions that would 
have transferred the assets of the existing 
title III-A loan fund from the Department 
of Agriculture back to the Office of Economic 
Opportunity for consolidation with the new 
Rural Development revolving fund, and to 
delete those provisions in title VII that 
would have repealed title III- A. As approved 
by the conferees, title VII authority for a 
Rural Development Loan revolving fund will 
exist in addition to the authority in title 
III-A for the present Rural Loan revolving 
fund. It is the intent of the conferees, to 
the extent not prohibited by law, that the 
revolving funds authorized by title VII op­
erate as is common with such funds, i.e., 
that repayments of principal shall be re­
turned to the fund to be available for new 
loans and that the budget provide for the 
appropriation of the amount of the interest 
paid on such loans to the fund, to be used 
to offset the cost of operating such funds. 
Further, it is the intent of the conferees 
that the Office of Economic Opportunity seek 
to operate the Rural Loan fund provisions 
of title VII and those under title III-A in 
close conjunction pending legislation to 
transfer the title III-A loan fund to this 
title. In deleting the language in title VII 
that detailed the operation of the new re­
volving funds it was necessary to delete the 
provision authorizing the use of interest pay­
ments to the funds to defray administrative 
expenses. However the conferees wish to 
make it clear that it is their understanding 
that the statutory authority of the Director 
to make payments out of the existing title 
lli-A revolving fund for "loans, participation, 
and guarantees" encompasses the same au-

thority as i."l provided in other federally sup­
ported revolving funds to defray such costs 
as are necessarily incurred in the admihistra­
tion of loans from such revolving funds. 

The Senate amendment amended title 
VIII of the Act by making clear authority for 
VISTA volunteers to work on environmental 
problems focused primarily on the needs of 
low income persons and the communities in 
which they reside. There was no comparable 
House provision. The House recedes. 

The Senate amendment added a new sec­
tion to title VI requiring frequent review and 
revision of the poverty levels based on the 
changes in the consumer price index. There 
was no comparable House provision. The 
House recedes. 

The Senate amendment authorized per­
sons who are otherwise eligible and live in 
public and private institutions to partbi­
pate in Neighborhood Youth Corps programs. 
There was no comparable House provision. 
The House recedes. 

The Senate amendment amended section 
211 by requiring the Director to insure no 
local community action agency election be 
held on a Sabbath Day. There was no com­
parable House provision. The House recedes. 

The Senate amendment amended the Fed­
eral Property and Administrative Service Act 
of 1949 by requiring the GSA to continue its 
policy of ·making excess property available 
to a grantee of any agency under a pro­
gram established by law for which funds had 
been appropriated. There was no comparable 
House provision. The Senate recedes because 
the rules of the House prohibit House con­
ferees from agreeing to a nongermane Sen­
ate amendment. 

CARL D. PERKINS, 
RoMAN C. PuciNSKI, 
AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS, 
Wn.LIAM D. FORD, 
PATSY T. MINK, 
ALBERT H. QUIE, 
JOHN N. ERLENBORN, 
WILLIAM A. STEIGER, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
GAYLORD NELSON, 
HAROLD E. HUGHES, 
ADALI STEVENSON III, 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
BOB TAFT, 
J. JAVITS, 
RICHARD S. SCHWEIK:E:R, 
PETER H. DOMINICK, 
J. GLENN BEALL, JR., 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

SUBSIDIZED STUDENT LOAN 
PROGRAM 

<Mr. PERKINS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, Con­
gress has now given final approval to a 
resolution delaying the effective date of 
amendments made 2 months ago to the 
subsidized student loan program, and I 
know that all of us are pleased that the 
confusion that has surrounded this pro­
gram for the past few weeks will now be 
removed in time for the begining of the 
academic year next month. 

I cannot say, Mr. Speaker, that I was 
entirely satisfied with the specific pro­
visions of the resolution this body ap­
proved to effect such a delay, but now 
that it is behind us, I am pleased that 
the Senate saw fit to concur in the 
House amendment and send the meas­
ure on to the President. 

Banks and other private lenders will 
now be able to go ahead and process 
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subsidized loan applications, and the 
thousands of families all over the coun­
try who depend on this program to help 
send their children to college will be 
relieved of anxiety. 

In order that Members of the House 
may have some more background in­
formation as to the nature of the prob­
lem we discussed early this morning, 
Mr. Speaker, I would like at this time 
to make some additional comments on 
the subject, and also to take this op­
portunity to say a few personal words 
concerning one of my colleagues in the 
other body, the junior Senator from 
Rhode Island, who played such a large 
part in the recent revisions made to the 
Higher Education Act. 

The federally guaranteed student 
loan program, including federally sub­
sidized loans, was one of several impor­
tant student assistance programs ex­
tended and revised by the Education 
Amendments of 1972. 

Over 20,000 :financial institutions in 
the United States participate in this 
program, under which the principal and 
interest of loans made to students by 
banks and other lenders is insured by 
the Federal Government against de­
fault. If a student qualifies, he or she 
may also receive a partial interest sub­
sidy from the Government. Under pre­
viously existing law-which has now 
been temporarily put back into effect 
by the resolution we approved-stu­
dents with adjusted family incomes un­
der $15,000 are automatically eligible to 
receive these interest benefits. 

During the year ending last June 30, 
over 1 million students, most of whom 
were eligible for interest benefits, at 
more than 8,000 colleges and univer­
sities borrowed money under the guar­
anteed student loan program. 

Thus this program has far broader 
coverage than the other Federal stu­
dent programs, and forms the bac~{­
up support for all other student assist­
ance programs-Federal, State, and in­
stitutional-that make it possible for 
each student to come up with a pack­
age of support sufficient to meet his 
or her needs. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, the confer­
ence that produced the Educational 
Amendments of 1972 was one of the long­
est and most difficult negotiations be­
tween the two Houses of Congress in 
recent years. We met 20 times over a 
period of 11 weeks to bring back a bill 
that could command bipartisan support 
in both the House and Senate. 

I am proud to say, Mr. Speaker, that 
the conference committee did succeed in 
bringing back a bill that won the ap­
provalof both the House and Senate, and 
that was subsequently signed into law. 
Many Members from both the House and 
Senate deserve credit for this accom­
plishment, but I would like today to say 
a few special words about my conference 
counterpart from the other body-the 
junior Senator from Rhode Island-who 
was in so many ways a principal archi­
tect of the bill that was finally reported. 

During his first two terms, Senator 
PELL has proved himself a vigorous and 
effective champion of education, one who 
gained the deep respect of his colleagues 

in both the House and the Senate. As 
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Education for the past 4 years, he has 
demonstrated his concern for the needs 
of all of America's students, rich and 
poor, urban and rural, and he has worked 
quietly but courageously to see that their 
needs are met. 

For 11 weeks, dw·ing conference ses­
sions which often lasted long into the 
night, Senator PELL was both diplomat 
and advocate, impeccably courteous, yet 
never yielding on his principles. Never 
contentious but always persuasive, Sena­
tor PELL's contribution to this landmark 
legislation was enormous and, indeed, 
indispensable. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill produced by that 
conference represents the most compre­
hensive aid to education measure passed 
by the Congress in this century. Senator 
PELL was the author of one of the most 
significant programs in the bill, a new 
system of basic educational opportunity 
grants. 

Beginning next year, every American 
student will be entitled to what should 
now be known as a "Pell grant," a grant 
of $1,400 each year to help pay for the 
costs of a college education, less the 
amount his or her parents can reasonably 
be expected to contribute. 

With the enactment of the Pell grant . 
program, Congress took a historic step. 
We committed ourselves to the principle 
that no student who wants to go to col­
lege will be denied that opportunity 
merely because of :financial need. 

Mr. Speaker, America's students have 
Senator PELL to thank for this commit­
ment. In the years to come, I am sure 
that CLAIBORNE PELL Will both continue 
and enhance this record of courageous 
leadership by his achievements in the 
Senate. 

I look forward to working with him 
in future Congresses in the service of 
American education. 

AMERICAN REVOLUTION BICENTEN­
NIAL COMMISSION 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation from the Amer­
ican Revolution Bicentennial Commis-
sian: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., August 18, 1972. 
Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washing­

ton, D.C. 
MY DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I do hereby sub­

mit my resignation as a House of Representa­
tives designee to the American Revolution 
Bicentennial Commission. 

Respectfully yours, 
HARoLD D. DoNOHUE. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
AMERICAN REVOLUTION BICEN­
TENNIAL COMMISSION 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro­

visions of section 2(b), Public Law 89-
491, as amended, the Chair appoints as 
a member of the American Revolution 
Bicentennial Ccmmission the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. BuRKE) to fill 
the existing vacancy thereon. 

AIR PASSENGER FEES-STATE AND 
LOCAL CHARGES 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill (H.R. 
14847) to amend the Airport and Air­
way Development Act of 1970 to increase 
from 50 to 75 percent the U.S. share 
of allowable project costs payable under 
such act; to amend the Federal Aviation 
Act of 1958 to prohibit State taxation of 
the carriage of persons in air transporta­
tion; and for other purposes, be consid­
ered in the House as in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 14847 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be ited as the "Air Passenger Safety 
and Convenience Act". 

SEc. 2. (a) Section 17 of the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 
1717), relating to United States share of proj­
ect costs, is amended-

( 1) by striking out "50 per centum" in 
subsection (a) of such section and inserting 
in lieu thereof "75 per centum"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (c) of such 
section and inserting in lieu thereof the fol­
lowing: 

"(c) SECURITY EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES.­
The United States share payable on account 
of security facilities and equipment for des­
ignated airports shall be 100 per centum of 
the costs of such facilities and equipment.". 

(b) The amendments made by subsection 
(a) of this section shall apply only with re­
spect to the United States share of project 
costs payable under grant agreements en­
tered into after the date of its enactment. 

SEc. 3. (a) Title XI of the Federal Avia­
tion Act of 1958 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

"STATE TAXATION 
"SEc. 1113. No State (or any political sub­

division thereof) shall levy or collect a tax, 
fee, or other charge, directly or indirectly, on 
persons traveling in air transportation or the 
carriage of persons in air transportation by 
any aircraft-

"(1) operated by an air carrier certificated 
by an agency of the United States to perform 
air transportation, 

"(2) operated by any person subject to 
regulation by an agency of the United States 
in the performance of air transportation, or 

"(3) operating to or from any airport fi­
nanced, in whole or in part, from Federal 
funds.". 

(b) That portion of the table of contents 
contained in the first section of· such Act 
which appears under the center heading 
"TITLE XI MISCELLANEOUS" is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
"Sec. 1113. State taxation." 

With the following committee amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: That, 
during the eighteen-month period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this Act, no 
State (or any political subdivision thereof) 
shall levy or collect any tax, fee, or other 
charge, directly or indirectly, on persons 
traveling in interstate, overseas, or foreign 
air transportation or on the carriage of per­
sons in interstate, overseas, or foreign air 
transportation. 
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SEc. 2. {a) The Civil Aeronautics Board 

shall conduct a full and complete investiga­
tion of taxes, fees, and other charges levied 
and collected by States and their political 
subdivisions, directly or indirectly, on per­
sons traveling in interstate, overseas, or for­
eign air transportation or on the carriage of 
persons in interstate, overseas, or foreign air 
transportation in order to determine the 
effect of such taxes, fees, or other charges 
on air transportation in the United States. 
Not later than twelve months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Board shall re­
port to the President and to the Congress 
the results of such investigation, together 
with such recommendations as it may deem 
appropriate. 

(b) The Civil Aeronautics Board may se­
cure directly from any department or agen­
cy of the United States information neces­
sary to enable it to carry out this section. 
Upon request of the Board, the head of such 
department or agency shall furnish the in­
formation so requested. 

(c) In the conduct of the investigation re­
quired by this section, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board may hold hearings, issue subpenas, ad­
minister oaths, examine witnesses, and re­
ceive evidence in the same manner as pro­
vided by section 1004 of the Federal Avia­
tion Act of 1958 (49 U.S.C.1484). 

SEc. 3. As used in this Act---
(1) the term "State" means a State of the 

United States, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the District of Columbia, the Virgin Is­
lands, and Guam; and 

(2) the terms "interstate air transporta­
tion," "overseas air transportation," Q.nd 
"foreign air transportation" shall have the 
same meaning given such terms by section 
101(21) of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 
( 49 u.s.c. 1301 (21) ) . 

SEc. 4. There are authorized to be appro­
priated such sums, not to exceed $100,000, as 
may be necessary to enable the Civil Aero­
nautics Board to carry out the provisions 
of section 2 of this Act. 

SEc. 5. The first sentence of section 12(a) 
of the Airport and Airway Development Act 
of 1970 (49 U.S.C. 1712(a)) is amended by 
striking out "two years" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "three years." 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R.14847 
is to authorize the Civil Aeronautics 
Board to conduct a 1-year investigation 
as to the ramifications of air passenger 
fees exacted by State and local agencies. 
The CAB will determine the financial 
needs at the airports throughout the 
country and make recommendations to 
the President and to the Congress as to 
the manner in which such needs should 
be met. To allow time for the CAB inves­
tigation, report, and recommendations 
and time for congressional review of the 
Board's action, the bill provides for an 
18-month moratorium barring States 
and subdivisions of States from levying or 
collecting any per capita charges on air 
travelers. 

The need for this legislation was 
brought to the fore by recent Supreme 
Court cases concerning air passenger 
charges enacted ir New Hampshire and 
in Indiana. The cases were decided on 
April19 of this year. There are now some 
17 jurisdictions which have enacted per 
capita or enplaning charges on air pas­
sengers. They are listed on page 4 of 
the committee report. All except the Indi­
ana and New Hampshire charges have 
been enacte<J. since the Supreme Court 
decisions in April. The Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce feels very 

strongly that the moratorium is war­
ranted so that these new charges can be 
evaluated both as to the merit of such 
charges and as to the need for insuring 
uniformity in fundraising for the sup­
port of airport construction, mainte­
nance, and development. 

In addition to the actions which the 
committee took with respect to air pas­
senger fees, the committee amended sec­
tion 12(a) of the Airport and Airway 
Development Act to allow the Secretary 
of Transportation 3 years rather than 2 
years in which .to complete a national 
airport system plan. 

I urge the passage of this bill by the 
House. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the dis­
tinguished chaiman of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce for 
yielding. 

For the purpose of establishing legis­
lative history, and for clarifying the lan­
guage which is used on page 3, begin­
ning with line 13, I wish to ask the 
gentleman whether the word in line 16 
"indirectly" is intended to cover user 
fees imposed on the basis of tonnage, as 
some airports do, as in the case of Ha­
waii. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would answer the 
gentleman in the negative, positively it 
does not affect that. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Even though the 
tonnage may be based on the weight 
which may be increased by the number 
of passengers on board? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Not in any way. It 
was not intended to do this, and it spe­
cifically goes to "head tax" charges. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the gen­
tleman from West Virginia for making 
it clear, 'Qecause I am fearful that the 
word is rather broad and may be rills­
interpreted by those who are charged 
with enforcemc>nt of the act. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will look on page 4 of the 
report, beginP.lng with the ·last para­
graph, I think the gentleman will find 
an explanation there. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Iowa. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, Des 
Moines has contemplated imposing an 
airport tax by October 1. I do not think 
it is· unreasonable to do that, but I think 
it unreasonable to have taxes on both 
enplaning passengers and deplaning 
passengers. 

My question is this. They need money 
for facilities. Under the Senate version 
would some of this increased money that 
will be coming up go back to the local 
airports and be available for facilities? 

Mr. STAGGERS. All I can tell the 
gentleman is in the Senate bill, and I do 
not-know what will happen when we go 
to conference, part of the money will be 
allowed for facilities. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. As I understand 
it, due to the fact that the gentleman 
did not have proper reports and so forth, 
his committee did not actually take it up 

and turn it down. They simply did not 
pass on that. 

Mr. STAGGERS. We had in the origi­
nal bill to pay 75 percent instead of 50, 
but we determined to establish an 18-
month moratorium without making any 
changes in the Federal funding at · this 
time. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from New York. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, as we consider H.R. 14847, a bill 
which would enact a moratorium and 
suspension of State and local charges on 
air passenger fees, or, as it is more com­
monly known, the passenger head tax, 
I want the Members to know that this 
is a matter which the House Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce has 
studied, and we have recognized the need 
for a more in-depth investigation of the 
complex problems involved. 

This is particularly true because we 
must fully evaluate the potential impact 
of head taxes on the vital Airport and 
Airways Act, and on the municipalities 
involved. 

I have therefore supported H.R. 14847 
in the Commerce Committee and here 
today, and I am gratified that a majority 
has joined in enacting this suspension of 
head taxes while our committee study 
goes forth. I am confident this will prove 
to have been a wise decision for the 
House, and I congratulate my colleagues 
for their vote. 

I enclose for the RECORD a letter from 
the Port of New York Authority which 
clearly states the issue as seen by the 
airport authority in the largest metro­
politan area in the United States in or­
der to help place the issue in perspec­
tive: 

Hon. JOHN M. MuRPHY, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 24, 1972. 

MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Former Commis­
Sioner Ammidon has asked me to reply to 
your letter of July 10, 1972, concerning pro- . 
posed head tax legislation (H.R. 2337). 

Our major objection to that bill is that 
it would prevent public airport operators 
from collecting revenues from landing fees, 
rentals and per passenger charges for the use 
of specific fac111ties even though such charges 
are just, reasonable and non-discriminatory 
and not a burden upon interstate and for­
eign commerce. 

At this time, the Port Authority is not 
planning to impose an airport head tax. How­
ever, even with significant Federal aid avail­
able for certain airport projects, we are aware 
that some of our nation's airports will have 
difiiculty in raising the local share of financ­
ing for badly needed improvements 1f they 
are limited to existing sources of funds. Un­
less facilities at thes~ airports are improved, 
the growth of air service between the North­
ern New Jersey-New York metropolitan re­
gion and many other areas could be limited. 
Although we also recognize that the irre­
sponsible employment of boarding fees could 
have a chilling effect on air commerce at a 
time when the airlines are beginning to re­
cover from last year's recession, we are con­
fident that the courts will be quick to strike 
down any boarding fee which imposes an 
undue burden on interstate and foreign 
commerce. The Port Authority, therefore, 
believes that the public interest wlll best be 
served by leaving the resolution of the head 
tax matter to the courts: We also believe 
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there is sentiment for legislation by Con­
gress which would impose a moratorium on 
head taxes to allow further study. A properly 
drafted bill to this effect would be a more 
meaningful course to pursue than H.R. 2337. 

As to the information you received from 
Congressman Fletcher Thompson, I assume 
t hat he had reference to the conference con­
ducted last year by the American Assembly 
on Transportation in America at Arden 
House, Harriman, New York. Our copy of the 
speech which Mr. Tobin made at that meet­
ing on mass transportation problems in the 
New York-New Jersey metropolitan area. 
does not contain the statement attributed to 
him by Congressman Thompson. In that 
speech, however, Mr. Tobin referred to the 
fact that revenues from other Port Author­
ity facilities (tunnels and bridges, marine 
terminals and inland terminals, as well as 
airports) help support the deficits incurred 
in the operation of the Port Authority Trans­
Hudson Railroad (PATH), a commuter rail­
road linking Newark, Jersey City and Ho­
boken, New Jersey, with downtown and mid­
town Manhattan. 

The Port Authority was able to acquire, 
operate and improve that bankrupt com­
muter railroad at the direction of the States 
of New York and l\Tew Jersey because the two 
States have authorized the pooling of 
revenues from all Port Authority facilities. 
I must emphasize that it was only by virtue 
of the ability to use revenues derived from 
other Port Authority facilities that the Port 
Authority in 1947-8 was enabled to take 
over the then deficit-ridden New York City 
and Newark Airports and subsequently to 
invest in excess of a billion dollars of its 
own funds in the physical development of 
airline and other facilities at these airports. 

PATH, like all Port Authority terminal, 
tran'Sportation and other facilities of com­
merce, plays a vital role in the preservation 
of the economic well-being of our Newark, 
New Jersey metropolitan area. Indeed, PATH 
may prove to be of special benefit to air 
passengers in the years ahead since the Port 
Authority is presently evaluating the feasi­
bility of a plan to provide direct rail access 
to Newark Airport utilizing PATH equipment. 

Moreover, in our opinion:, the fees paid by 
the air carriers for the use of Port Authority 
airports, which are the result of intensive 
bargaining between the Port Authority and 
the airlines, are just and reasonable. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter. 
Sincerely, 

MATTHIAS E. LUKENS, 
Acting Executive Director. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I com­
mend the chairman of the subcommittee 
and the members of the subcommittee 
for bringing· this very serious situation 
to the attention of the Congress so we 
could take some action on it at this 
time. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, the hear­
ings of our Subcommittee on Transporta­
tion and Aeronautics revolved around 
the question of State and local taxation 
and the Federal share of funds to be 
used for airport construction, mainte­
nance, and improvements. Interest in the 
hearings was augmented by recent U.S. 
Supreme Court cases upholding the con­
stitutionality of enplaning charges on 
passengers using scheduled aircraft. Wit­
nesses representing virtually all segments 
of air transportation appeared. 

Our subcommittee decided to report 
H.R. 14847 with an amendment to limit 
the bill to an 18-month moratorium 

barring the levying or collecting of State 
or local charges on passengers in air 
transportation and the vote of the sub­
committee was unanimous. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this legis­
lation is to authorize the Civil Aeronau­
tics Board to conduct a 1-year study to 
determine the financial needs at airports 
which are funded in whole or in part at 
a State or local level. The Civil Aeronau­
tics Board is to report to the President 
and to the Congress the results of its in­
vestigation with appropriate recom­
mendations as to how the financial needs 
at airports may best be met. In order to 
allow time for the Civil Aeronautics 
Board's investigation and report and for 
congressional review of the Board's ac­
tion, the legislation provides for an 18-
month moratorium barring States, or 
subdivisions thereof, from levying or col­
lecting any charges on persons travel­
ing in air transportation. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce believes 
that this moratorium is warranted so 
that these new charges can be evaluated 
both as to the merit of such charges and 
as to the need for insuring uniformity 
in fundraising for the support of air­
port construction, maintenance, and de­
velopment. I urge the passage of H.R. 
14847. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is this to be 
considered as the Senate version on this 
subject or the House version? 

Mr. STAGGERS. The House version. 
Mr. GROSS. Certainly it is not the 

same as the original House bill. 
Mr. STAGGERS. No. We explain it 

in the latter part_ of the bill that changes 
are made, setting forth and amending 
the title so as to read: A bill to provide 
for a moratorium on State taxation of 
the carriage of persons in air transpor­
tation, and for other purposes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I will ~ay to 
the gentleman I have asked the question 
because I have had communications from 
airports in Iowa in my district, and they 
supported the Senate version and they 
are very much opposed to the House ver­
sion or the House treatment on this sub­
ject. I am unable on this short notice to 
determine whether this is the Senate 
version or the House version. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would say to the 
gentleman we have to have a conference 
on it. In the original bill we did have 
75 percent instead of 50 percent, but we 
did not include that as a part of the tem­
porary moratorium. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North- Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Speaker, the situation is that a 
number of cities and towns around the 
country have been imposing these head 
taxes on passengers and it i~ growing by 
leaps and bounds. I am sure Members 
have been hearing from their airport 
authorities and the managers around the 
country. 

What the committee is concerned 
about are two things. 

First. It is going to result if it con­
tinues in a real hodgepodge_. We do not 

know what the administrative burden 
would be of trying to collect on these 
taxes. They are certainly not uniform. 

Second. Another thing we are con­
cerned about is that the purpose, they 
say, of collecting these head taxes is so 
they can build capital improvements at 
their local airports, but we have evidence 
to show that these funds may not nec­
essarily be spent for this purpose. They 
may be used to defray some of their 
present ongoing administrative costs. So 
the committee felt a moratorium was 
necessary at this time in order to give 
us a chance to come up with a sound 
long-range program. 

No one denies the fact that the local 
communities which operate these air­
ports certainly need funds to build the 
needed capital improvements and facili­
ties. 

If we are going to do this, I believe we 
should have a sound, long-range plan 
which is workable and which does not 
impose an undue administrative burden. 

For this reason the committee has 
recommended to the House a moratorium 
and a study. This is not a complete pro­
hibition. All it does is to put a mora­
torium on for 18 months for the collec­
tion and levying of these so-called head 
taxes. Hopefully by then we can come 
up with sound recommendations. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I 
am delighted to yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of the position the 
committee has taken because I am con­
vinced that the moratorium, as sug­
gested, is the only way in which we will 
be able to come up with the kind of 
1·ecommendation that will lead to an ulti­
mate end of the problem and an inte­
grated airport system coordinated among 
the States and with the local govern­
ments that will be systematic, rather 
than growing like Topsy, piecemeal, as 
it has in the past. 

I believe there will be some rec­
ommendations for some of the facilities 
that will be desired. If we do not do this 
in a systematic way we w'nl have prob­
lems, not only financially but also with 
respect to congestion and safety as well. 

I commend the committee for its 
action. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ROONEY). 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, the legislation before us today 
provides for an 18-month moratorium on 
the levying of airport head taxes on air­
line passengers. I strongly object to the 
moratorium and, as a frequent air 
traveler and one vitally interested in the 
continued improvement of our Nation's 
airports, am greatly disappointed with 
the committee's recommendation that it 
be enacted. 

The most important effect of the legis­
lation is the continuing burden it places 
on the individual taxpayer. The financial 
support of airport operations should be 
provided by the traveler who benefits 
from improved facilities and services for 
air travel, and not by the general public. 
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part of whose tax dollar is already ap­
plied to airport costs. 

In my own district, Lehigh and North­
ampton counties annually contribute 
$175,000 apiece to operate Allentown­
Bethlehem-Easton airport. In addition, 
a $9 million airport expansion program­
which will cost each county approxi­
mately $375,000 a year for 30 years­
and an airfield expansion program re­
quiring $1 million of local funds over the 
next 5 years, are both under serious con­
sideration. The tax burden on nonusers 
of the airport would be greatly alleviated 
by the imposition of a reasonable head 
tax on those who use and benefit from 
the facilities. 

The legislation also authorizes the 
Civil Aeronautics Board to conduct a 1-
year study to determine, identify and 
measure the financial needs of airports. 
I agree that such an investigation is most 
important at this time-the percentage 
of Federal funds to be made availablE-. 
to the airports, extension of Federal aid 
to construction costs of terminals and 
land acquisition for new airports, Fed­
eral funding of antihijacking and safety 
equipment required by Federal regula­
tion and provision for long-term operat­
ing subsidies for carrying out these pro­
grams-all of these questions call for 
serious investigation. Before establish­
ment of the aviation trust fund in 1970 
all Federal moneys for the airports had 
to be appropriated from general funds. 
But although the revenue raised by the 
8-percent excise tax on domestic tickets, 
air freight, fuel, and aircraft taxes and 
the tax on passengers destined for for­
eign countries has created a substantial 
backstop for Federal funding, the States 
and communities are finding it increas­
ingly difficult to raise the 50 percent 
they are required to provide to match 
Federal grants. 

The Supreme Court decision validating 
the head tax provided the airport oper­
ator with a reasonable and adequate 
means of collecting. additional funds 
from the users of air transportation to 
meet the requirements not covered or 
funded through the airport development 
aid program. I strongly feel we must sup­
port this decision. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, in the absence 
of a record vote on final passage, I want 
to note that I oppose this bill in its 
present form. 

Though there is unquestionably an 
advantage for all people in a community 
which operates an. airport, those people 
who actually use the facilities should pay 
for the service they receive. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, I think it is regrettable that this leg­
islation, H.R. 14847, was considered while 
the Members were in a headlong rush to 
recess, many having already left the Hill 
and the city. I had several questions to 
ask, the answers to most of which I knew 
but which I think should have been made 
part of this bill's legislative history. 

Let me cite just a few: 
Does the bill require a return of fees 

collected to date? Of course, the answer 
is no; but is that fair to those who have 
paid the fees and by what authorization 
can such funds be used for other pur­
poses? 

Am I con·ect that the bill does not alter 
the present 50-50 Federal-State and lo­
cal cost sharing, even though it was the 
carrot of imp:roved and increased Fed­
eral funding which prompted the con­
sideration and passage of this legisla­
tion? Again, the answer is no. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, every 
airport badly in need of capital improve­
ments, but which cannot produce the 
funds necessary to make up the 50 per­
cent local share, will be required to wait 
18 months before it can expect any help 
on the funding of local improvements, 
and even then such help is not promised 
nor do we even have any assurance that 
such a recommendation, if made, will be 
acted upon promptly by the Congress. 

I have mixed emotions regarding this 
legislation. 

I can understand the concern of many 
which provided the impetus for the con­
sideration of this bill; namely, if we fail 
to legislate a prohibition against these 
so-called head taxes they will prolifer­
ate indiscriminately and profusely all 
over the country and administrative and 
tax chaos will result. 

At the same time, I think the cost of 
the airport construction and improve­
ment, like the cost of highway construc­
tion and improvement, should be pri­
marily borne by those who use these fa­
cilities, to wit, air carriers, passengers, 
and air cargo shippers and users. Not 
only has the practice of requiring gen­
eral taxpayers and property taxpayers to 
bear this cost become unpopular, it has 
become unproductive of revenues, the 
voters having rejected such proposals all 
over this land. 

To illustrate the myriad problems that 
presently confront airport authorities, I 
would like, at this point, to quote in full 
a letter I received last week from Mr. 
James Caplinger, city manager of Kal­
amazoo, Mich., one of the cities in my 
district: 

AUGUST 16, 1972. 
Hon. GARRY BROWN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. BROWN: The CLty Commission of 
the City of Kalamazoo, by a unanimous de­
cision, has asked that my office communicate 
with you to define our problems and our feel­
ings as to the importance of allowing us to 
maintain a user's fee at our airport. Both the 
City Commission and the City administration 
of the City of Kalamazoo wish to go on record 
as being strongly opposed to current legisla­
tion which would c·all for a moratorium on, or 
abolition of, the use of user's fees. We do, 
however, feel that "head taxes" which are 
not specifically alloca.ted to the development, 
mainttenance, and operations of airports are 
improper and should not be allowed. There­
fore, we could support legisla-tion which 
would abolish an indiscriminate head tax but 
yet permit reasonably based user's fees which 
will support actual airport operations and 
development. While this letter is somewhat 
lengthy, it relays a number of very basic 
concerns and problems we a-re fa<:ed with. 
Therefore, I hope you will have the time to 
study it in some deta-il. 

The City of Kalamazoo operates its own 
municipal airport, which has been recently 
designated to have interim regional status 
as a result of route consolidations in our 
area. We are about to emb~trk on a $5,500,-
000+ airport development program. Obvious­
ly, we are going to need substantial addi­
tional revenues above and beyond our cur-

rent revenue base, if we are to implement 
this capital improvement program and also 
to operate and maintain the new facilities 
created on an ongoing basis. 

We anticipate that we will be able to pay 
a part of the cost of the capital improve­
ments and operations through increased fees 
at our airport. Unfortunately, the City or 
Kalamazoo Municipal Airport, like many 
smaller airports, has only one regularly­
scheduled commercial air carrier. This is 
the case, even though we serve a definite 
regional area concerning air transportation 
services. Therefore, we are in a rather diffi­
cult position with regard to how high we can 
effectively raise such things as lranding fees 
and space rental rates. 

In the past the City of Kalamazoo has sub­
stantially subsidized airport operations from 
local city tax revenues. However, with there­
cent trends of rising costs and the less rapid 
growth of revenues available, severe budge­
tary constraints have been imposed on many 
of our activities and programs. We feel that 
we are realistically facing the fact that we 
will no longer be able to substantially sup­
port airport costs from our local tax reve­
nues. At the same time, air carriers feel they 
should not have to pay the actual cost of pro­
viding facilities for air transportation opera­
tions. They expect either city government, 
state government, or the federal government 
to pay a substantial portion of that price tag. 

As an effort to provide improved and high­
quality air transportation facilities for Kala­
mazoo and the southwestern Michigan area, 
our City Commission recently enacted by 
ordinance a user's fee at our Kalamazoo · 
Municipal Airport. The revenues from this 
user's fee are designated solely for use in air­
port development and operations and, in fact, 
will be kept in a separate fund aside from 
the City general fund. We are making, and 
will continue to make, every effort to com­
ply with both the technicalities and the 
spirit of the Supreme Court decisions recently 
handed down concerning usage of such fees. 
We recognize that there may be some possi­
bilities that a few scattered communities 
may try to misuse this newly-found source 
of revenue, and we feel that whenever this 
happens, immediate and continued prosecu­
tion against those misuses should be under­
taken. However, we do not feel that all com­
munities having costly airport operations to 
support should be penalized for the potential 
misconduct of a. very few airport opera;tions. 

We feel that the legislation currently pend­
ing before Congress has the effect of severely 
penalizing communities by removing from 
them a newly-found, much-needed, and long 
overdue source of revenues for their airport 
operations. ' Attempts to remove this source 
·of revenue come at an especially bad time, 
when construction and operational costs are 
skyrocketing and at a time when new safety 
standards and security measures are being 
required for airport operations. 

I wish to make it clear that we are not at 
all adverse to implementing, in good spirit, 
programs which will provide for necessary 
safety and security measures at our airport . 
But these items do have a significant on­
going cost. It is highly questionable if we 
will have adequate funds to carry out these 
programs if a. user's fee is not allowed at our 
airport, due to the tightness of our budget, 
which was mentioned earlier. 

We know that the airlines have a powerful 
lobby, which contributes substantially to 
election campaigns and political parties, and 
we realize the pressure this must bring to 
bear against many of our Senators and Con­
gressmen. But we are hopeful that the same 
idealism and hard work, which is moving 
our country to the much-sought-after, pop­
ular, and needed goal of federal revenue shar­
ing, will not be lost in a backward step, 
which would have the effect of removing 
from local governments the ability to fund 
their own operations at the local level. 
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It is my understanding that some of the 

legislation being considered, which would 
propose a moratorium on, or abolition of, 
head taxes a.nd user fees, does include the 
possib111ty of substantially greater grants 
from the fede.ral government. However, in­
creased percentages in grants mean nothi ng 
i f, in fact, appropriations are not made which 
provide enough grant monies to meet the 
needs of virtually all of our airports. If the 
grant percentages are any less than 100 %, 
i t will still be virtually impossible for many 
smaller airports to come up with the local 
share needed to obtain the grants, if the 
user fee is disallowed. (Emphasis added.) 
Also, by placing a higher emphasis on grant 
programs a.nd grant percentages, we will be 
placed in a political situation where the 
larger airports, which are more capable of 
being self-supportive, will, indeed, have the 
better chance to obtain the grants, whereas 
the smaller airports, having less of a chance 
t o support themselves, will have a lesser pos­
sibility of obtaining the grants. This is the 
paradox which often creeps into grant pro­
grams and which makes it difficult for small­
er communities to compete, even thougb 
they have significant long-term needs. 

We also would like to take this oppor­
tunity to reply to one of the major criti­
cisms that airlines have levied against the 
user fee concept. That criticism goes some­
thing like this: If a user fee is allowed at 
airports, this will have the impact of increas­
ing the cost of air travel, thus significantly 
reducing passenger enplanements and the 
utilization of air transportation services. I 
call on you and plead with you to recognize 
the fallibility of this argument. In fact, if the 
airlines were so concerned with this area, 
they undoubtedly would not ask for and 
receive continual rate increases for airline 
fares. It seems to me that there is some hy­
pocrisy in this approach. When they need 
the money, fare increases are an absolute ne­
cessity! When local government needs the 
money to supply air facilities, then the in­
crease in cost should not be passed on to the 
passengers, because it may deter them from 
using air services. 

I not only hope that you as an individual 
will vote against the pending legislation or 
legislation that may come out of a Senate­
House Conference Committee, which would 
abolish, or call for a moratorium on, user 
fees; but I hope very sincerely that you will 
accept a personal responsibility to convince 
at least one or two other Congressmen, who 
would otherwise support such a bill, to 
change their minds and to vote against it. 

A vote against legislation of this type is a 
vote for making local government fiscally 
responsible for its actions and coping with its 
own needs and problems. A vote for legisla­
tion of the aforementioned nature is a vote 
to make local government more captive of 
airline interests than they already are and 
to place them in a position of growing de­
pendence on federal monies simply to sup­
port their existence. I think you will agree 
with me that local government which loses 
the ability to have reasonable control over 
its destiny, with regard to its development 
and financial management, will in the long 
run cease to function as a reasonable.entity 
in solving the problems our society is facing 
today and will face in the future. 

Please oppose this legislation, which is 
being lobbied by the airline and other as­
sociated interests. Thank you very much for 
your consideration and assistance in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L . CAPLINGER, 

City Manager. 

It, therefore, seems to me that the 
Congress could have acted much more 
responsibly. If we were going to decide 
to limit the availability of revenue re­
sources to airport authorities, municipal-

ities, and other units of government, we 
should have, in the same legislation, dis­
charged our responsibility to these units 
of government by providing an alternate 
source of revenue; that is, increased Fed­
eral assistance. 

For longer than I care to remember, I 
have advocated at least a 75-25 Federal­
State ratio of funding for airport con­
struction and improvement. It should 
have been incorporated in this bill re­
gardless of the method used to finance 
such additional assistance at the Fed­
eral level. Irreparable damage will be 
done to good airport planning and air 
service while this airport financing 
"moratorium," if I may call it such, is in 
effect. 

I, therefore, call upon those charged 
with the responsibility of this study and 
report to get to their task immediately 
and file their recommendations far in 
advance of the time limitation the bill 
provides. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The committee amendment in the na­
ture of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"A bill to provide for a moratorium on 
State taxation of the carriage of persons 
in air transportation, and for other pur­
poses.". 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, pursu­
ant to the provisions of House Resolution 
1095, I call up from the Speaker's table 
the bill S. 3755, to amend the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970, as 
amended, to increase the U.S. share of 
allowable project costs under such act; 
to amend the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, as amended, to prohibit certain 
State taxation of persons in air com­
merce, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

a motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. STAGGERS moves to strike out all after 

the enacting clause of S. 3755 and to insert 
in lieu thereof the provisions of H.R. 14847, 
as passed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate bill was ordered to be read 

a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
"A bill to provide for a moratorium on 
State taxation of the carriage of persons 
in air transportation, and for other pur­
poses.". 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 14847) was 
laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unarrimous consent that all Members 

have 5 legislative days in which to ex­
tend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an­
nounced that the Senate agrees tCI the 
amendment of the House to a concurrent 
resolution of the Senate of the following 
title: 

S. Con. Res. 94. Concurrent resolution pro­
viding for an adjournment of the two Houses 
from August 18, 1972, to September 5, 1972. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 3323, 
NATIONAL HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, 
LUNG, AND BLOOD ACT OF 1972 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
on the bill (S. 3323) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to enlarge the au­
thority of the National Heart and Lung 
Institute in order to advance the national 
attack against diseases of the heart and 
blood vessels, the lungs, and blood, and 
for other purposes. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the statement 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
(For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of August 16, 
1972.) 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
West Virginia is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the 
conference report we are considering to­
day is in most respects the same as the 
House-passed bill, except that we split 
the money figures with the Senate, added 
provisions relating to emergency medical 
services, and permitted the conduct of 
prevention programs at research, train­
ing, and demonstration centers author­
ized by the House bill. 

As passed by the House, the bill 
would have authorized appropriations of 
$1.290 million over a 3-year period, and 
the Senate bill authorized $1.470 billion 
over the same period. The conference 
agreement splits the differences, author­
izing $1.380 billion. 

The House-passed bill authorized the 
construction and operation of up to 30 
research, training, and demonstration 
centers. The Senate bill contained the 
same provision for 30 centers but also 
provided authority for construction of 
10 cardiovascular disease prevention 
centers. There was considerable opposi­
tion to this feature of the Senate bill, 
and in the conference, the Senate reced­
ed from this feature, but we included as 
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functions of the research, training, and 
demonstration centers the activities in­
tended to be covered in the 10 clinics 
contained in the Senate bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does the same 
thing in the area of heart disease as 
the Congress did last year with respect 
to cancer. Enactment of this bill, in our 
opinion, will strengthen the national at­
tack on heart disease, which as we know 
is the Nation's No. 1 killer. 

I know of no opposition to the confer­
ence report and urge its passage. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I join 
Chairman STAGGERS in urging my col­
leagues to unanimously agree to the con­
ference report on the National Heart, 
Blood Vessel, Lung, and Blood Act of 
1972. This report will authorize an all­
out Federal attack on major causes of 
death and disability in our country 
today: 

On cardiovascular disease which is 
the Nation's leading health problem, af­
flicting more than 27 million and killing 
more than 1 million persons annually; 

On chronic pulmonary disorders-­
such as asthma, bronchitis, and emphy­
sema, which directly cause more than 
30,000 deaths each year and contribute 
to at least 60,000 more; 

On diseases of the lung which disable 
20 million persons annually; and 

On disorders of the blood such as sickle 
cell anemia and hemophilia, which pro­
duce lifelong disability for those af­
flicted and cause untold suffering and 
anxiety for victims and their families. 

Mr. Speaker, this' report is in most re­
spects identical to the House-passed bill 
which was reported by the Subcommittee 
on Public Health and Environment. I 
am certain all my colleagues can sup­
port it, and I urge that they do so. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

AMENDING THE PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE ACT 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 15474) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to 
provide assistance for programs for the 
diagnosis, prevention, and treatment of, 
and research in Cooley's anemia, with 
Senate amendments thereto, and concur 
in the Senate amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ments, as follows: 
Page 4, line 4, strike out "$25,000" and in­

sert "$1,000,000". 
Page 5, line 15, strike out "part," and in­

sert "title,". 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

urge the House to concur in the amend­
ment of the other body to the National 
Cooley's Anemia Control Act which 
passed the House almost unanimously on 

August 1. This legislation is designed to 
provide for increased research emphasis 
within the National Institutes of Health 
against this little understood disease 
which threatens to continue to increase 
across this country. The legislation also 
provides for the establishment of critical 
screening, treatment, and counseling and 
information programs to benefit per­
sons unfortunate enough to have the dis­
ease or carry its trait. This measure will 
insure better therapy and badly needed 
increased efforts at prevention of 
Cooley's anemia. Hopefully, it will re­
sult in a cure for this painful, debilitating 
disorder. I urge its unanimous approval 
by the House. 

The Senate amendments were con­
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CLAIMS OF YOKOHAMA SPECIE 
BANK DEPOSITORS 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 8215) to 
provide relief for certain prewar Japa­
nese bank claimants. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill as follows: 

H.R. 8215 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, not­
withstanding any other provision of law to 
the contrary, persons of Japanese ancestry 
interned or paroled pursuant to the Alien 
Enemy Act during World War II may assert 
debt claims based upon yen certificates of 
deposit issued by the pre-World War II Ha­
waiian or United States branches of the 
Yokohama Specie Bank, Limited, payable 
from the vested assets of the bank remaining 
in the custody of the Attorney General after 
final distribution is made under the April 
30, 1968, judgments and decrees of the United 
States District Court for the District of Co­
lumbia in Honda against Clark, civil action 
numbered 1179-64. Legal representatives or 
successors in interest, by inheritance, devise, 
bequest, or operation of law, of debt claim­
ants, other than persons who would them­
selves be disqualified from allowance of a 
debt claim, may apply for and receive pay­
ment to the same extent as their predeces­
sors in interest would have. Claims under 
this Act shall be filed not later than one hun­
dred and eighty days after the date of en­
actment of this Act with the Office of Alien 
Property of the Department of Justice. 

SEC. 2. Claims payable under this Act shall 
be subject to section 20 of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act, and required to meet all 
conditions of allowability and defenses pre­
scribed by section 34(a) of the Trading With 
the Enemy Act, except the provision concern­
ing allowance of claims of persons interned 
or paroled pursuant to the Alien Enemy 
Act, and the defense that the underlying 
debt obligation has been released or exoner­
ated on or after November 14, 1957, by its 
redemption or surrender for consideration. 

SEc. 3. Claims shall be payable at the same 
yen-dollar conversion ratio afforded to claim­
ants under the consent decree of the United 
States District Court for the District of Co­
lumbia of April 30, 1968, in Honda against 
Clark, civil action numbered 1179-64, to the 
extent funds are available therefor. 

SEc. 4. Payments under this Act shall be 
made as expeditiously as possible. Without 
prejudice to the administrative authority of 
the Department of Justice to pass upon al­
lowability of each claim for payment, the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia is authorized to dispense with 
the requirement of section 34(f) of the Trad­
ing With the Enemy Act for the publication 
of a schedule of debt claims, and to waive or 
prescribe any other procedural requirement 
(including establishment of time limits on 
final proof of claim) as it may find appro­
priate or necessary for the fair and expedi­
tious administration of this Act. 

With the following committee amend­
ment: 

Page 3, beginning in line 2, strike out 
"Without prejudice to" and all that follows 
down through the period in line 11 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: All determina­
tions with respect to the form and content 
of claims under this Act, the proof thereof 
and all other matters related to proceedings 
on such claims, including the allowance and 
disallowance thereof and the proration of 
available Yokohama Specie Bank assets 
among allowed claims if insufficient for full 
payment, shall be within the sole discretion 
of the Attorney General or his designee and 
shall not be subject to review by any court." 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
light to object, I simply want to ask two 
points of information. 

Of course, it is obvious that there had 
to be a preclearance for this deserving 
bill on the claims of the Yokohama Spe­
cie Bank depositors or it would not be up 
at this time and in this order in view of 
its date of :filing. I favor this. I think it 
is only just and equitable that these 
long-held funds be returned to their 
rightful owners. But I would like to 
know if any of the funds actually to be 
redistlibuted were gained by their owners 
and/or depositors from trading with the 
enemy. 

Mr. STAGGERS. No, ·When the war 
broke out the money was in the bank. 
It was impounded by the Government. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I would say 
that that would not necessarily make it 
so. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I know that is true. 
Mr. HALL. Because it could have been 

deposited from ill-gotten gains, but, what 
I am really asking is will an investigation 
be made by the War Claims Settlement 
F!md, or whoever is going to distribute 
this, to determine that no ill-gotten or 
improper deposits made from trading 
with the enemy under that act will be 
redistributed? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would like to say 
this: that the money was earned by these 
people before December 7, and was de­
posited in branches of the Yokohama 
Specie Bank in the United States. Also 
I am sure that the Justice Department 
would have cleared up any such fact, and 
they would have made it clear that none 
of this money would have been gained 
illegally or by trading with the enemy. 

As the gentleman knows many of their 
sons fought for our country in World 
War II. They are good people. Most of 
them received their American citizen· 
ships, when the law was changed in 1952. 

I might further say that many of these 
people have died, and that there is a total 
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of about $4.5 million involved. The Jus­
tice Department is not opposed to this. 
Under those conditions I am sure that 
everything would have to be correct. 

Mr. HALL. I appreciate the gentle­
man's statement, and it is very reassur­
ing. I do know that the bill itself pro­
hibits those who were returned to their 
native country during the war and after 
the war from being included in this bill. 

I have one other question, and that is 
why the last nine words in the bill, which 
simply says, "shall not be subject to re­
view by any court"? 

Mr. STAGGERS. This allows these 
people to file applications. After they 
have been filed the Attorney General will 
make his decision. There will not be any 
court ruling to hold these moneys up for 
years in the courts. They have been held 
since 1941, that is long enough. As I say, 
there is about $4.5 million involved. 

Mr. HALL. I understand that there will 
be some lost claims, and I hope that those 
funds could be distributed for the gen­
eral good of the country. 

I know that some of these people who 
are involved, their scions and heirs served 
so ably and well in the 441st and 442d In­
fantry units in Italy. 

But the answer of the gentleman is 
that there will be no after review by the 
courts after these funds are returned. 
And, as I said before, we have held this 
money long enough, and I believe these 
funds should be returned. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 8215, as reported by 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, would permit Japanese­
Americans who were interned or paroled 
during World vVar II under the Alien 
Enemy Act to file creditor claims with 
the Office of Alien Property of the De­
partment of Justice for payment on yen 
certificates issued by branches of the 
Yokohama Specie Bank from vested as­
sets of that bank in the custody of the 
Attorney General. Approximately 5,800 
claimants have received payment from 
the vested assets of that bank, leaving 
approximately $4,500,000 in the custody 
of the Attorney General. 

This bill permits the filing of claims 
by persons of Japanese ancestry who 
have been barred from recovering pay­
ments solely because of their internment 
or parole under the Alien Enemy Act. 

The bill as reported includes an amend­
ment recommended by the Justice De­
partment which provides that all deter­
minations under the bill shall be within 
the sole discretion of the Attorney Gen­
eral, and not subject to judicial review. 

Enactment of the bill would not cost 
the Federal Government 1 cent. The Jus­
tice Department has no objection to its 
enactment. The bill was reported by 
unanimous voice votes from the Subcom­
mittee on Commerce and Finance and 
the full Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committtee. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I am most happy and 
delighted to yield to the gentleman from 
Hawaii, the gentleman who introduced 
the legislation. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as the introducer of H.R. 
8215, a bill that would provide relief to 
certain prewar claimants of the assets of 
the Yokohama Spe·cie Bank, I rise in 
support of the measure. At the outset I 
wish to thank the distinguished chair­
man of the committee, Mr. STAGGERS of 
West Virginia, and the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Moss 
of California, for the most expeditious 
manner in which they brought this meas­
ure to the floor for House consideration. 
In behalf of the beneficiaries of the bill 
I express my deepest appr.eciation. 

The bill which I introduced is directed 
toward erasing one of the last vestiges of 
what has been called "the blackest page 
in American history." I am referring, of 
course, to the evacuation of 110,000 
Americans of Japanese ancestry and 
their parents, who were uprooted from 
their homes along the west coast and 
Hawaii, deprived of most of their prop­
erty, and imprisoned in what the Fed­
eral Government chose to call "reloca­
tion camps" or ''internment centers," 
but which were in fact concentration 
camps, complete with barbed wire fen(;es 
and armed guards. 

Before the attack on Pearl Harbor, 
Hawaii, on December 7, 1941, a great 
many immigrants to America from Ja­
pan held yen certificates of deposit with 
Japanese banks having branches in the 
United States. The Yokohama Specie 
Bank was one of these. At the outbreak 
of World War II, the assets of Yoko­
hama Specie Bank and other enemy 
firms were confiscated, or vested, under 
the authority of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, so that those properties 
would not be used to aid the enemy dur­
ing the period of hostilities. 

When Congress in 1946 enacted a com­
prehensive plan for allowing claims of 
legitimate creditors of the enemy alien 
firms and entities whose assets had been 
vested, payment was expressly barred 
to creditors who were interned or pa­
roled as "enemy aliens." 

And how did these people earn the 
designation "enemy alien"? For the 
overwhelming majority, it was disarm­
ingly simple. In the first place, all J ap­
anese immigrants were aliens, not be­
cause none cared to become a citizen of 
his new country, but because Federal 
law forbade it. It was not until 1953 tJ:i"at 
Japanese immigrants were permitted to 
become naturalized American citizens. 
Incidentally, once that bar was re­
moved, thousands demonstrated their 
long-felt loyalty by becoming natural­
ized citizens of the United States. But, 
because Japanese immigrants were non .. 
citizens, that was enough to classify them 
as "enemy" aliens, particularly along the 
west coast, and virtually every one of 
them was swept up in the internment 
and parole machinery. In the then Ter­
ritory of Hawaii, the authorities were 
more discerning, since interning all 
those of Japanese ancestry would have 
tended to destroy Hawaii's economy. 
Nevertheless. nearly every Buddhist 
priest, nearly every teacher in a Japa­
nese language school, and nearly every 

official in a Japanese fraternal organiza­
tion was automatically classed as dan­
gerous. 

Once Congress permitted it, almost 
every one of the "enemy" aliens became 
naturalized American citizens. A great 
many had sent their sons to war for 
America, both in the Pacific and Euro­
pean theaters. In 1956, Congress refused 
to discriminate against internees when 
it passed the Evacuation Claims Act, 
which compensated Japanese Americans 
for certain property losses suffered dur­
ing the period of wartime hysteria. Un­
der that act, Congress expressly per­
mitted recovery by those who had been 
interned and subsequently 1·eleased. 

But the bar created by section 34(a) 
of the Trading with the Enemy Act re­
mained. When internees holding yen cer­
tificates of deposit attempted to recover 
their money, they were told that the 
statute did not permit payment. Other 
Yokohama Specie Bank depositors, fol­
lowing lengthy litigation over the con­
version rate, were permitted to recover 
their money at the prewar conversion 
rate of about four yen to the dollar. After 
all pending claims have been litigated 
and allowed, the Attorney General esti­
mates that the balance of the Yokohama 
Specie Bank vested assets in his custody 
will amount to about $4.5 million. 

However, the rightful owners of this 
amount find themselves in a dilemma, for 
the one hand, vested assets of the Yoko­
hama Specie Bank remain available, 
while, on the other hand, their legitimate 
claims against those assets have been 
barred by law from recovering their 
hard-earned savings. The purpose of H.R. 
8215, Mr. Speaker, is to eliminate this 
obvious injustice by removing the statu­
tory bar to those with just claims against 
the remaining vested assets of the Yoko­
hama Specie Bank. The pending bill 
would require claimants to meet all of 
the other requirements of the Trading 
with the Enemy Act. All legitimate argu­
ments against the claims could be raised; 
but having been interned or paroled dur­
ing World War II on account of racial 
ancestry would not constitute a bar to 
recovery. 

H.R. 8215, as reported, includes an 
amendment recommended by the De­
partment of Justice; which otherwise 
finds the bill acceptable. The amendment 
would give the Attorney General final 
authority to decide the validity of claims 
filed under the bill, rather than involv­
ing the U.S. district court which has 
jurisdiction in the case of other Yoko­
hama Specie Bank claimants. 

No one knows how many depositors 
have been deprived of their life savings 
by our existing laws. The Justice Depart­
ment estimates there may be as many 
as 2,000. An attorney who handled a 
great many of the original Yokohama 
Specie Bank claims estimates the num­
ber at about 800. Regardless of the num­
ber, each of these wronged individuals 
is entitled, in the name of simple jus­
tice, to present his legitimate claim. 

To illustrate a typical case with which 
we are here concerned, permit me to read 
a few lines from a letter which I have 
received: 
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My parents have always been honest, hard­

working people who believe in saving for 
future needs so that they would not need 
to depend on others. Thus, they made pe­
riodic deposits to the [YSB] bank during 
the pre-War years by living economically. 
Since my father was employed as a clerk at 
the Japanese consulate [in Hawaii] when 
World War ll began, our family suffered 
humiliation and loss of freedom by being 
placed in concentration camps in Utah and 
California .•• 

My parents are financially disadvantaged 
now due to my father's condition (he has 
been an invalid for about 11 years now). 
My mother devotes full time to his care. 
They are both very anxious to recover their 
money. 

Mr. Speaker, because of the advanced 
ages of potential beneficiaries of H.R. 
8215, each week and month that passes 
by without its enactment means that 
fewer and fewer of the original Yoko­
hama Specie Bank depositors would be 
able to benefit personally from the right­
ing of this inequity. 

There is a great deal of truth in the 
maxim that "Justice delayed is justice 
denied." For these Americans of Japa­
nese ancestry~ justice has been delayed 
for more than a quarter of a century. 
Let us not deny them justice any longer 
and approve H.R. 8215 unanimously. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 8215, legislation to pro­
vide relief for Japanese-Americans whose 
bank funds were seized during World 
War II by the U.S. Government. 

This legislation would help correct 
one of the major inequities arising from 
the wartime internment of these Ameri­
cans. 

Under this bill, those who were in­
terned or paroled under the Alien Enemy 
Act may file claims with the Office of 
Alien Property, Department of Justice, 
for repayment of funds deposited by 
them in United States or Hawaiian 
branches of the Yokohama Specie Bank, 
Ltd., prior to December 7, 1941. The 
claims would be payable from assets of 
the bank, which were .vested by the U.S. 
Government at the outbreak of World 
War II. In the long absence ot. this leg­
islation, Japanese residents of our coun­
try are barred by section 34 of the Trad­
ing With the Enemy Act from presenting 
claims for their rightful deposits. 

The amount involved is about $4.5 
million presently being held by the Jus­
tice Department. The bill does not pro­
vide that the persons whose deposits 
were confiscated will receive any interest 
payments on the $4.5 million that was 
taken. 

Thus, the bill is a small step, indeed, 
toward righting the tremendous wrong 
that was inflicted on those whose only 
crime was having ancestral heritage of 
Japan. Previous legislation has granted 
some relief for other types of loss, but 
the legislation today would permit at 
least some compensation for losses of 
moneys that would be far mor~ substan­
tial today had this capital accrued in­
terest or investment gain. 

Equity requires that these 1,000 to 
2,000 depositors be allowed to have their 
claims considered. This legislation would 
permit just repayment for approved 
claims. 

I urge the adoption of H.R. 8215. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon­
sider was laid on the table. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex­
tend their remarks on the three bills 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR WEEK 
OF SEPTEMBER 4 

<Mr. ANDERSON of Tilinois asked and 
was given pern1ission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. ANDERSON of nunois. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time to inquire of 
the distinguished majority whip if he 
can inform us as to the program for the 
week of September 4. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the pro­
gram for the House of Representatives 
for the week of September 4, 1972, is as 
follows: 

Monday, the Labor Day holiday, there 
will be no session. 

Tuesday, the Private Calendar will 
be called. 

Following the Private Calendar: 
Conference report on H.R. 12350-

0:ffice of Economic Opportunity amend­
ments. 

Conference report on H.R. 13089-
N ational accelerated reforestation. 

Wednesday, the bill, H.R. 13514--­
Wheat research and promotion. An 
open rule with 1 hour of debate. 

Thursday and the balance of the 
week: 

H.R. 12114-Indian lands in Oregon. 
An open rule with 1 hour of debate. 

H.R. 15003-Consumer product safe­
ty. Subject to a rule being granted. 

Conference reports may be brought 
up at any time, and any further program 
will be announced during that week. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I would further ask the ma­
jority whip with respect to the bill, 
H.R. 13694, a bill to amend the joint 
resolution establishing the American 
Revolution Bicentennial Commission. It 
is my recollection that we had finished 
general debate and were proceeding un­
der the 5-minute rule on that bill and 
had not completed it. 

Is there any intention to schedule that 
bill for the week of September 4? 

Mr. O'NEILL. The answer is in the 
negative due to the fact that the chair­
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
has served notice that the bill will not 
be called up during that week. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank 
the gentleman. 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT 
EXTENSION 

<Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous mat­
ter.) 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, on Wednesday this House over­
whelmingly rejected attempts to circum­
vent the rules of this House and rush 
through controversial legislation in the 
final days before recess for the Republi­
can Convention. At the time, practically 
every speaker who addressed himself to 
the merits or demerits of House Resolu­
tion 1094 ended up discussing the mer­
its or demerits of the conference report 
on S. 3726, the Export Administration 
Act extension. Before the end of the de­
bate, there could have been very few in 
this Chamber that were under any illu­
sion that, in fact, House Resolution 1094 
had been specifically designed to allow 
that conference report on S. 3726 to be 
whipped through this House in record 
time contrary to the intent of the Legis­
lative Reorganization Act of 1970 which 
requires a 3-day waiting period to allow 
Members to acquaint themselves as com­
pletely as possible with the complicated 
details contained in any conference re­
port, particularly on controversial legis­
lation such as the Export Administra­
tion Act extension. Still, it is interesting 
to point out for the record that the Rules 
Committee and others did attempt to 
maintain the pretense that House Reso­
lution 1094 had no such purpose in mind 
and in point of fact, was not directed at 
speeding through any one conference 
report. 

Well, today, Mr. Speaker, the masks 
are off and we are dealing with a much 
more honest, straightforward resolution, 
House Resolution 1102, which specifically 
waives the rule for our old friend-or foe, 
as the case may be-S. 3726, the Export 
Administration Act extension. In other 
words, Wednesday's complicated maneu­
verings are made plain for all to see 
today. The powers-that-be are going to 
stop at nothing apparently in their at­
tempts to steamroll through one of the 
most controversial bills this session, af­
fecting as it does, vital economic inter­
ests in different sections of this country. 
Somebody up there likes this bill. Some­
body up there is going to stop at nothing 
in their attempts to get this bill through. 
I am under no illusions that if we do beat 
back today's latest ruse, we will face an­
other maneuver later. At least, however, 
things are more open now. We know the 
bill that is the subject of such unprece­
dented concern. Make no mistake about 
it, there are powerful interests pushing 
for this bill and it is clear they are stop­
ping at nothing. 

Actually, nothing newer need be said 
against today's resolution than was said 
Wednesday. The Clerk would merely have 
to reproduce Wednesday's debate again 
today in order to get all the arguments 
for and against this resolution. The only 
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difference would be that the Clerk could 
delete all references to and pious concern 
for such national security measures as 
military procurement and construction 
bills, OEO conference reports, and so · 
forth and so on, because it is clear that 
these measures are not really what the 
powers-that-be had in mind with either 
Wednesday's or today's Rules Committee 
resolutions. 

Mr. Speaker, if there was a genuine 
concern that the Export Administration 
Act be extended on time, why was not a 
bill reported from the committee with 
jurisdiction in plenty of time before the 
July 31 deadline? If the lapse of statu­
tory authority to impose export control 
was really the concern of the banking 
and currency committee, this bill should 
have been before us months ago, not days 
ago. The fact of the matter is, Mr. 
Speaker, that what put fire behind this 
bill and got the Banking and Currency 
Committee moving on this bill, is that on 
July 17, the Secretary of Commerce ex­
ercised some of the power granted to him 
under the terms of the old legislation. 
That is when the committee galvanized 
itself into frenzied activity and spared 
itself no effort in reporting a bill out in 
record time and now is asking the House 
not even to consider it 3 days before ac­
cepting 100 percent the terms of a far­
reaching conference report. Make no 
mistake about it, the bill behind this res­
olution is not an extension of export con­
trol. It is a rewriting of export control 
authority for all intents and purposes. No 
longer will the Secretary of Commerce 
have the authority to impose controls 
where needed over agricultural commo­
dities because the Secretary of Agricul­
ture, whose constituency should be ap­
parent to all, is in effect being granted 
veto authority by this seemingly innoc­
uous conference report which might be 
before us today. 

Make no mistake about it, this bill does 
not merely extend existing legislation. It 
grants statutory authority to yet another 
agency, yet another advisory council to 
the President--and we all know how 
much this country cries out for yet an­
other advisory council to the President. 
What this bill does is create another 
Henry Kissinger, another man that will 
be answerable only to his views of the 
world as he sees it and to the President. 
Big deal-Congress is going to get yet an­
other annual report. But, is the Senate 
going to have the power to approve the 
chairman of the advisory council? No. 
Is either the House or the Senate go­
ing to have the right to question the 
chairman or members of this committee? 
No. But this committee will, in effect, be 
assuming functions now being performed 
by an established department such as the 
Treasury Department or an established 
agency such as the Federal Reserve over 
which Congress today enjoys some juris­
diction and can expect some responsive­
ness and accountability. Mr. Speaker, the 
last thing Congress needs to do is to fur­
ther erode its power of questioning and 
review over the activities of the Execu­
tive Department. We have already wit­
nessed what can happen in the foreign 
policy field when much of the State De­
partment's authority was transferred to a 

presidential advisor. We should be wary 
indeed of making this mistake this time 
in the international economic field. Mr. 
Speaker, the backroom at the White 
House is already too crowded. It is time 
to open up the doors and the windows. 
It is time that we, too, received some of 
the confidences now intended only for 
the President's ears. 

Mr. Speaker, the saddest part of all 
when you look at this conference report 
is the total realization that it represents 
one of the most incredible cave-ins on 
the part of this House to the wishes of 
the other body. Mr. Speaker, this body 
a few weeks ago overwhelmingly defeated 
title I of our own Export Administra­
tion Act extension bill only to find our 
conferees have brought it back in this 
Trojan horse that is the conference re­
port before us as title II. What was bad 
as title I in our own bill is hardly better 
because it comes back as title n in S. 
3726. As a matter of fact, title I before 
it was stricken contained the sort of 
qualifications, provisos, riders, restric­
tions, what have you, that alone made 
statutory recognition of yet another ad­
visory committee in any way palatable. 

Now why do I take the House's time 
today in yet another effort to make sure 
this House deliberates carefully and con­
scientiously over this particular confer­
ence report? Mr. Speaker, I do so because 
perhaps never before in this Nation's his­
tory have we, as an economy, been so 
beset with the most fundamental inter­
national problems. Trade deficits month 
after month are at an alltime high. In­
stead of a balance of payments, what we 
have in effect, is a continuing imbalance 
of payments. Foreign investment oppor­
tunities look brighter than ever before, 
while our own domestic economy con­
tinues in the doldrums for lack of the 
necessary rejuvenation which can only 
come from massive reinvestment. Un­
employment rates stand at record levels 
and the story is abroad in the land that 
our foreign trade policies have a bearing 
on these figures. Mr. Speaker, all around 
us we see huge corporations growing like 
topsy. Economic power every day is fur­
ther concentrated in the hands of few 
giants who already have too much power. 
These corporations increasingly know no 
national boundaries and not surprisingly 
display few loyalties to any nation. 
Money, jobs, goods are moved about the 
world as if it were a chessboard, with 
no regard for national boundaries or the 
unemployed that are left behind. Mr. 
Speaker, we forget, at our own peril, that 
there are pawns in this international 
chess game and they are the workers we 
were elected to represent. And o'ver and 
above all of this, the dollar increasingly 
appears to be more of a yo-yo than a sta­
ble international monetary standard. 

So. Mr. Speaker, at the very time we 
should be proceeding cautiously in this 
area of intern~tional economics; at the 
very time when we should be engaged in 
a national soulsearching about what has 
gone wrong and where we should go in 
the future; at the very time we should 
be reviewing existing trade policies that 
have brought us into this chaos and for 
the first time tackling both the challenge 
and the problem presented by the multi-

national corporation as a modern busi­
ness unit; at the very time we should be 
having extensive foreign trade hearings 
before the committees with jurisdiction 
in this field-at the very time all of these 
things should be going on, we are treated 
to the sorry spectacle of a House passing 
without due consideration or concern 
for the far-reaching implications legisla­
tion such as that embodied in the confer­
ence report on S. 3726. Mr. Speaker, in 
view of the broad authorization of ob­
jectives and the glib marching orders for 
this new statutory committee; I cannot 
in all good conscience, support any at­
tempt to save even so much as a day in 
considering the legislation before us. For 
a bill which started off as one of the 
most poorly written bills ever to be re­
ported from committee this session, only 
to be virtually rewritten on the floor, 
then only to be virtually scrapped on the 
floor; for a bill which represents a total 
sellout to the other body; this bill has 
come a long way very far, very fast. It is 
time that this House had the courage to 
blow the whistle on its meteoric rise to 
the status of law and slowed it down just 
long enough for each Member here to­
day to know what it is all about. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge in just as strong terms 
today as Wednesday, the defeat of this 
latest attempt by the Rules Committee 
to circumvent the purposes of the Legis­
lative Reorganization Act. 

THE SPIRIT OF '76 
(Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
as most of us are aware, the United 
States will be celebrating its historic bi­
centennial in 1976. For this momentous · 
occasion, the old but very fitting theme­
"The Spirit of '76" has been appropriately 
revived. 

Speaking of another kind of spirit, I 
should like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues that, on September 20, the 
California Brandy Advisory Board will 
be hosting a reception here in Washing­
ton as part of their promotional program 
to bring to the attention of those people 
who are, as yet, unaware that we in Cali­
fornia are now producing quality brandys 
for those who enjoy good brandy. 

California brandy, in addition to pro­
viding comfort and pleasure t-o brandy 
fanciers, also is rapidly becoming a viable 
contributor to our Nation's economy at 
every level of government. In 1971, Cali­
fornia brandymakers paid taxes in excess 
of $175 million-and that is nothing to 
be sniffed at. 

Representing the Napa, Sonoma, and 
Mendocino County "Wine Country'', as 
I do, the contribution to the economic 
stability of these areas, by this industry, 
is well known but the beauty of the vine­
yards in these valleys can only be ap­
preciated by those that visit the area. 
The quality of the environment is 
matched only by the quality of the prod­
ucts of the area. 

We invite you to come visit us and as­
sure you that you will leave with a good 
feeling and a good taste in your mouth. 
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LABOR-HEW APPROPRIATION VETO signalled its intent to cut back Federal 

(Mr. O'NEILL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute. to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the Presi­
dent, by refusing to sign into law the 
Department of Labor-HEW appropria­
tion bill, has proclaimed to the people of 
the United. States that he, and he alone, 
is the sole director of ptiorities in this 
Nation. 

Not only has the President credited to 
himself and his administration, action 
initiated, analyzed, drafted, rewritten, 
reported, and passed by this Congress, 
but he insists on calling this body reck­
less and inflationary because we added 
$1.8 billion to this human needs legisla­
tion. 

Let us look at the President's record 
of concern for America's health, educa­
tion, and manpower needs and in partic­
ular his record of Government spending. 

Health. manpower legislation-the ad­
ministration withheld support from the 
bill until the day it reached the floor. 
The administration's own bill provided 
for only about half as much funding. 

Sickle-cell anemia-the Deputy Assist­
ant Secretary for Legislation in HEW 
testified against the bill calling it "re­
dundant and unnecessary." 

Cancer research-long before the ad­
ministration introduced a cancer bill, a 
Democratic initiated measure had been 
reported out of committee. 

In fact, this administration, which 
claims to be second to none in its con­
cern for America's health, education, 
and manpower needs, proposed an Nm 
budget that, exclusive of increases for 
cancer research, is considerably lower 
than last year's budget. It proposed a de­
crease in Office of Education expendi­
tures and repeatedly rejected congres­
sionally initiated measures in the man­
power field. This administration may be 
second to none in its concern. But it is 
long on concern and short on action. 

Apparently in the President's eyes 
only budget increases for human welfare 
are inflationary-for President Nixon 
has been generous in his recommenda­
tions for increased defense spending. 

Despite, or in President Nixon's 
strange logic, because of, the SALT 
agreements and the "ending" of the war 
in Vietnam, he has proposed hikes in 
military spending far greater than those 
this Congress has made in his Labor­
HEW budget. 

Mr. Speaker, the $1.7 billion increase 
in the President's Labor-HEW request 
provided by Congress, though for the 
public's welfare, is of secondary priority 
to this administration. Much of the in­
crease was necessary simply to replace 
funds cut by the administration. For ex­
ample, President Nixon saw fit in his 
budget to cut $400 million in medical 
school, hospital and other health con­
struction programs. In spite of the Pres­
ident's calls for quality education for 
all children, $200 million in aid to 
schools in federally affected areas was 
slashed. 

Despite almost daily alarming news 
about drug use, the Office of Education 

support for ongoing community-based 
drug education projects. Funding for 
programs directly aimed at coming up 
with cures for this Nation's most menac­
ing diseases did not escape the adminis­
tration's paradoxical pecuniary parsi­
mony. 

President Nixon has told us that these 
cutbacks and the lack of new funding 
in the human welfare fields are the 
price we must pay for the restoration of 
economic stability. Of course, the Presi­
dent's credentials as an economic prog­
nosticator are not very good. His own 
action in recommending increased funds 
in defense appropriations, hardly 
strengthens his case. Even without ex­
plaining away his inconsistency, the 
President would be hard pressed to jus­
tify his obsessive opposition to these 
budget hikes. 

The President neglects to mention 
the end savings likely to result from 
adequate financing of human welfare 
programs. Is not the President aware 
that estimates of the loss to the econ­
omy due to individuals suffering from 
Parkinsonism, stroke and cerebral palsy 
run in the range of $100 billion a year? 
Is not the President aware that the re­
sulting burden on public agencies comes 
to about $10 billion a year? Why then 
did the administration's budget provide 
virtually no increases for research on 
the causes and cures of these diseases? 

The President tells us that this appro­
priation is recklessly inflationary. He 
fails to tell us that like everyone else, 
the Government is affected by inflation. 
Additional funds are necessary just to 
sustain existing program levels. Financ­
ing of urgently needed new programs 
designed to improve our welfare de­
mands even higher appropriations. 

The President leads us to believe that 
the slightest addition of funds above his 
budgetary requests will launch us into 
an uncontrollable inflationary spiral. 
He conveniently ignores the 5.5 percent 
current unemployment rate. He is appar­
ently unconcerned .that the economy 1s 
now operating at only 75 percent of its 
capacity. 

The President tells us that we must 
limit Federal expenditures, but the 
President does not do so himself. The 
President's programs result in billions 
of dollars in increased deficits, yet the 
President draws the line at the increases 
he has suggested. Is the President really 
opposed to new spending or is he only 
opposed to the spending priorities pro­
moted by this Congress? 

Let us analyze the record of recent 
Government spending. 

For fiscal year 1972 the budget was 
$231.5 billion. This year the President 
has set a price of $250 billion as the 
magic mark. This means that his budget 
is $18.5 billion more than was spent in 
fiscal year 1972. In his veto message of 
the Labor-HEW appropriation bill the 
President has stated that it is $1.8 blnion 
more than he is willing to spend. How 
many thousands of people will suffer 
from President Nixon's unwillingness to. 
raise the budget from $250 billion to 
$251.8 billion. 

· Let us look at the record for the last 
20 years. During the Eisenhower admin­
istration, the average deficit for each 
fiscal year was $2.7 billion. During the 
KeDI?-edy administr~tion, the average 
defictt per year was $7.5 billion. During 
the ~ohnson administration, the average 
deficit was $11.5 billion. During the years 
of President Nixon, the defici4; has been 
$27 billion a year. About 25 percent of 
our national debt has occurred during 
the administration of President Nixon. 

With these figures it is hard to ration­
alize how President Nixon could in good 
conscience have vetoed the Labor-HEW 
appropriation bill. 

The American people are tired of a 
President who talks about inflation while 
favoring substantial defense spending in­
creases and opposing legislation that 
would quench the inflationary fires in 
the health industry by providing an ade­
quate supply of trained manpower. They 
are fed up with the President who con­
siders 5 to 5.5 percent unemployment 
and a 75 to 80 percent utilization rate 
necessary for price stability. Most of all 
the American people are fast catching 
on to a President whose major initia­
tives in the field of human welfare have 
been vetoes of bills passed by this Con­
gress. 

CALIFORNIA BRANDY: THE SPIRIT 
OF '76 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from California (Mr. MATHIAS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to place on rec­
ord a few remarks regarding California 
brandy, the soul of the California 
grape. Not only is it steep in Amer­
ican history, but it is a unique blend 
of tradition and modern technology. 
In the San Joaquin Valley, the great 
brandymakers of this country have de­
veloped distillation techniques and es­
tablished quality standards that are 
the envy of this worldwide industry. 
I heartily recommend that California 
brandy, the American spirit, be desig­
nated as the bicentennial spirit and that 
all present, at their first opportunity 
avail themselves of its unique pleasures: 
Cheers. 

THE AMERICAN SPIRIT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from California <Mr. McFALL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take just a moment to give formal 
recognition to one of the great spirits of 
the American way of life, both past and 
present. 

Before the birth of our country and 
ever since, California brandy has been a 
proud product of American craftsman­
ship, particularly that of my Golden 
Staters in the great San Joaquin Valley 
often called America's Brandy land. ' 

There, all of the fine brandy made in 
this country is produced and sent out to 
provide this Nation comfort and cheer. 
Because of the service that this spirit 
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has furnished our citizens down through 
the years, I believe California brandy 
should be recognized formally as the 
"Bicentennial Spirit." 

The unique history of this beverage 
and its development as one of the out­
standing products of the Golden State 
and the Nation has been recorded in a 
recent background article prepared 
under direction of the California Brandy 
Advisory Board. 

I recommend this interesting resume, 
tracing the history of the beverage from 
its discovery through refinement to its 
present day esteemed status, to the 
attention of the Members. It follows: 

CALIFORNIA BRANDY 

(By Bob Flynn) 
Brandy has been celebrated for centuries 

as one of the noblest spirits of nature and 
is generally COlllSidered the oldest of all 
distilled beverages. ':'raditionally referred to 
as the drink of kings and the king of drinks, 
it has born·e a variety of romantic appella­
tions down through the ages. 

The French called it, eau-de-vie, water of 
life. Some Latin-speaking regions used the 
designation, acqua vitae. To others, it was 
acqua vitae ardenes, acqua vini , spiri-ts v i ni, 
and even the intriguing, mercurius ve{jata­
bilis. But no matter how curious the nomen­
clature, the same basic thought was there as 
it is today: brandy, the ultimate product 
of wine-making, is the true soul of the 
grape. 

The art of making brandy has been 
formally practiced for at least eight cen­
turies in the Western World. It is said that 
a Spanish scientist, Albuecasis, first experi­
mented with the process of distilling wJ.ne 
into bran'dy in the 12th century. 

A more recent, and perhaps more 
appetizing footnote to the history of brandy 
traces it back to a Dutch shipmaster in the 
16th century. 

In plying the brisk wine trade between 
the port of LaRochelle in France and Hol­
land, this enterprising captain was cramped 
for space in his small sailing vessel. He hit 
upon the idea of concentrating the wines in 
his hold by eliminating the water, or dis­
tillation, thus transporting only the spirit 
of wine into Holland. Once on native ground, 
be planned to add the water back, and make 
a huge profit. But when his fellow citizens 
sampled this new product they liked it so 
well they wouldn't let him change it, and a 
brandy trade was born. 

True or not, the distillation of brandy 
spread from Spain to all other European 
countries, and thence across the seas. Since 
fire was used to distill the wine, it became 
known as "burnt wine," brandewijn, in Hol­
land, brantwein in Germany, and brandevin 
in France. To the English tongue it was 
brandywine, and soon became just plain 
brandy. 

California brandymaking probably began 
with the Mission Fathers. As civilization took 
bold there, so did the vine, and thus brandy. 
By the 1840's, brandy was one of the small 
amenities of frontier life in the West, and 
we know that Captain Sutter, whose mill 
started the Gold Rush, had constructed a 
fully equipped brandy still at his fort in 
1843. 

Good brandy in small quantities has al­
ways been made in California but the per­
fection of the distilling art and the accept­
ance of native brandy by Americans had to 
wait until comparatively recent times. Ac­
tually, it wasn't until the repeal of prohibi­
tion that brandymaking became a major part 
of the grape industry. And even then it was 
mostly a salvage operation, a way to use up 
excess grape crop. As one leading wine execu­
tive described the brandy of the thirties: 

"The quality-to be charitable-was un­
even." 

It took World War II, with its shortages of 
imported brandies and other spirits, to turn 
the consumers' attention to their own native 
brandy. Even though it wasn't then the 
smooth, balanced beverage it is today, the 
public took to it eagerly. They found that 
its straightforward :flavor and aroma, neither 
as complex nor as deep as that of Cognac, 
made it pleasant by itself, and an ideal liquor 
for mixing cocktails. 

Encouraged by this surge of interest, 
growers and distillers began a long range 
program of product improvement and qual­
ity control. Quietly, carefully, for about the 
last 25 years, they began establishing one of 
the great brandy centers of the world. It's 
located roughly in a 200-mile swath of lush 
green vineyards stretching from Lodi, about 
150 miles due east of San Francisco, south 
nearly to Los Angeles. 

In this warm fertile valley, which has been 
accurately called America's "Land of 
Brandy," are concentrated the grapes, the 
distilleries, the storage facilities and the 
brandymaker's skills that account for more 
than 98 percent of all the brandy produced 
and bottled in the United States. 

Here the soil and climatic conditions, the 
vintner's heritage, and some of the most 
sophisticated distilling technology in the 
world have combined to make a native 
American beverage that is distinct from the 
brandies made in any other country. Al­
though there is enough variety among Cali­
fornia brandies to suit almost any palate, 
they can all generally be described as light, 
clean, highly aromatic and fruity-a unique 
spirit not easily confused with any other, 
delightful straight and almost infinite mix­
able. 

A famous gentleman of wine, the late 
Andre Simon, wrote of brandy that it is, "a 
spirit distilled from wine, anywhere. It has 
been distilled in most if not all of the lands 
where grapes grow and wine is made." But, 
he added, there are wines more suitable than 
others for distillation. And this is one of the 
principles that has made California brandies 
by far the most popular of all brandies con­
sumed in the United States. 

In the production of beverage brandies, 
the primary concern is that the grape used 
be ripe and sound, and of a high sugar con­

. tent. In addition, it has to be of such a 
variet y that no distinct varietal :flavor will 
.penetrate into the final product. In Cali­
fornia it was determined that among the 
finest grapes for this purpose were the 
Tokays and the Thompsons, plus the Gren­
ache, the Emperor and the Mission. Others 
like the Malaga and the Petit Sirah, are 
used in smaller degree. But, whatever the 
grapes, they are fresh, whole, and sweet. 

Another discovery of the California dis­
tillers was that while aging in the wood im­
proves most wine, only fresh, newly fer­
mented wines produced the fruity bouquet 
they desired for their brandy. Western 
brandies are distilled exclusively from young 
wines, and thus brandymaking begins short­
ly after the harvest starts, ending when the 
supply of fresh grapes run out. 

The single most significant change made 
by the U.S. brandy industry, however, was 
the replacement of the centuries-old "pot 
still" with the efficient, high-capacity con­
tinuous stills now used almost universally 
here. 

Pot stills are low, rounded copper con­
tainers with small capacity. They require 
emptying and cleaning with each new batch 
of wine. Most important, they make it dif­
ficult to separate the various elements of the 
distillate, and generally produce a heavier 
brandy. 

Continuous stills are much more produc­
tive, since they do not need shutting down 
for reloading. These tall metal columns also 

give very precise control over the distilling 
process, allowing producers to separate off 
almost all the unwanted parts of the distil­
late. 

Some distillers maintain a few pot stills 
and blend small amounts of this heavier 
brandy into the final product to add body 
and fullness. In general, however, brandy­
makers have turned to the ultra modern, 
towering continuous stills developed in Cali­
fornia-capable of producing thousands of 
gallons an hour, and producing a beverage 
marked by lightness and :flavor. 

In the most basic terms, distillation is 
simply applying steam to wine. At the lowest 
temperatures, the ethyl alcohol is trans­
formed into a vapor. When it goes through 
a condensing process and is cooled sufficient­
ly it reverts to a liquid, but now, with the 
water removed, it is actually new brandy. 

At this point, the master brandymaker 
turns to nature for two vital ingredients. One 
is the fine white oak used in brandy barrels 
and the other is simply the passage of time. 

Most California brandy is aged in used oak 
whisky barrels, charred on the inside. A 
smaller percentage is aged in a new oak coop­
erage. The only difference is that the new 
oak imbues the final product with a more dis­
tinct oak flavor. The decision is the brandy 
master's, and depends upon his special 
recipe. 

All U.S. brandies are required by law to 
be aged at least two years, but most of the 
California product rests in the barrel long­
er-probably an average of four years. Some 
brandies, reserved for premium use or for 
blending, remain in the barrel for six, eight, 
or ten years. 

The action of the oak upon the new brandy 
is essential to the creation of the splendid 
character and softened tone of the spirit that 
finally results. No one knows exactly how the 
aging process works: part of it takes place 
through the interaction of chemicals in the 
wood and in the brandy; part of it takes 
place through oxygenation, as the oxygen 
slowly permeates the stout oak and the liquid 
within. All the while, the perfume and taste 
are being altered, and when it's time for bot­
tling, the brandy has taken on a beautiful 
amber shade, a mellow taste and a delicate 
bouquet redolent of grape blossoms. 

Making and aging brandy is not for those 
who have limited budgets or . are faint of 
heart about investments in the future. When 
you consider that a typical California aging 
warehouse may contain anywhere from 10,000 
to 300,000 barrels, just the cost of cooperage 
and storage alone is. staggering, and the ini­
tial investment will not pay out for from two 
to ten years. In addition, there is considerable 
loss of inventory from evaporation during 
each year of aging. 
. Some glimpse of the fiscal responsibility 
entailed in the aging of brandy can be seen 
from the fact that an inventory of 250,000 
barrels-and there are some of that size pres­
ently-has a tax value to the Federal govern­
ment of about $150 million, calculated at the 
rate of $10.50 per proof gallon. 

The consummate art of the brandy master 
comes into fullest play during the final steps 
of the production process-the unbarrelling, 
blending and bottling. Each brandymaker has 
his own carefully guarded library of formu­
las or "recipes," plus carefully selected 
samples of prior batches of brandy. Extensive 
periodic testing while in the barrel and just 
prior to bottling is essential to the art, and 
the :flavor experts rely heavily on their re­
markable recall of taste characteristics. 

Some U.S; brandy is bottled straight, that 
is, without rectification, or blending. The only 
thing added to straights is distilled or de­
ionized water to reduce the proof from the 
barrel. Usually these are from five to ten 
year-old brandies. Straight brandies are gen­
erally bottled . at 86 or 100 proof, and they 
are favored by drinkers who enjoy the drier. 
more volatile spirits. 
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Most California brandy is rectified, or 

blended with other brandies. Small amounts 
of pot still brandy are sometimes used-but 
the precise formulation of each brandy re­
mains in the trade secret category. The rec­
tified brandies are usually bottled at 80 
proo:t. 

Finally, when the blending is completed, 
the brandy is filtered for perfect clarity, and 
moves to the bottling line. The task is done, 
the elixir is captured, and merit of the prod­
uct is preserved in glass once and for all. 
Prevailing myth to the contrary, brandy, un­
like wine, ages no further in the bottle. A 
California brandy aged six years in oak, and 
bottled yesterday is going to taste better than 
some brandy aged one year, bottled 50 years 
ago, and sold as "fifty-year-old Napoleon." 

Although most consumers of this superior 
beverage have little idea of the meticulous 
care that goes into its making, recent con­
sumption figures show they like the results. 
From 1960 to 1970, for example, sales of all 
brandy in the U.S. went from 2,422,000 cases 
to 4,842,000 cases-a gain of more than 100 
per cent. About 75 per ~ent of yearly sales are 
American brandies, presently available under 
more than 300 labels, but all from that small 
corner of California that is Brandy Country. 
Brandy consumption is increasing substan­
tially faster than the average consumption 
of all spirits, and the industry expects case 
sales in 1980 to be more than 9,000,000. These 
figures demonstrate that California brandy 
is gaining loyalists all across the country. 

Perhaps the characteristic that is most no­
ticeable about California brandy-especially 
to the novice drinker-is that it tastes good. 
The flavor and aroma of the grape wine from 
which brandy is made survives the distilling 
process, and gives brandy an undeniable 
claim to its title as "the soul of the grape!' 

HISTORIC BEVERAGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from California (Mr. SISK) is rec­
ogriized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, when this 
great country of ours was being forged, 
the good mission fathers of the West 
were already producing and dispensing 
brandy. 

lt was one of the few comforts of an 
often harsh pioneer life. Thus, California 
brandy has been, and continues to be, 
closely associated with the spirit of '76. 

One of the famous battles of the Revo­
lution, out of which this country rose, 
'was fought at Brandywine, Pa. And 
brandy doubtless warmed the hearts and 
·soothed the cares of our freedom :fighters. 
· Thus, I too maintain that California 
bandy-or American brandy, if you wish 
to call it by that name-should be offi­
cially called the "Bicentennial Spirit." 

McGOVERN'S POW PLOY: POLITICS, 
PROMISES, AND PARIS PARLEYS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Tilinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I think it is time we clearly 
recognized the emergence of a most un­
fortunate development in the presiden­
tial campaign of the Democratic candi­
date, Senator McGovERN, and that is the 
politicization of the prisoner-of-war is­
sue. And let me preface my remarks by 
saying that I have no quarrel with any 

elected official expressing his genuine 
concern about the safety and well-being 

· of American prisoners of war, their re­
patriation, and a full accounting of the 
missing in action. 

But i·t seems to me that Senator Mc­
GovERN has far overstepped these bounds 
by making the prisoners of war a politi­
cal campaign issue, and this is especially 
unfortunate and dangerous during this 
very sensitive stage in the ofiicial nego­
tiations. The McGovern POW ploy may 
best be characterized by the terms, poli­
tics, promises, and Paris parleys. 

In his opening address before the Dem­
ocratic Convention, then National Chair­
man Larry O'Brien lectured on the need 
to level with the American people. ''How 
do we level?" he asked. 

We begin, I believe, with a few simple 
steps: We cool the excessive political rhet­
oric. We lighten the purple prose. We do 
not promise what we know cannot be de­
livered by man, God or the Democratic 
Party . • . Now we must stop kidding the 
American people. We must tell them the 
truth. 

And yet, only a few days later, in his 
acceptance speech, Senator McGovERN 
made the following promise: 

Within 90 days of my inauguration, every 
American soldier and every American pris­
oner will be out of the jungle and out O'f their 
cells and back home in America where they 
belong. 

Mr. Speaker, I would submit that if 
ever there was a promise that flew in 
the face of Larry O'Brien's advice not 
to promise what "cannot be delivered by 
man, God or the Democratic Party," that 
was it, for no Ameri~an President has 
it within his power to unilaterally release 
American prisoners from enemy camps. 
To tell the American people otherwise 
is the cruelist form of deception for it 
is playing politics with the lives of 
human beings, both the prisoners and 
their families. 

More recently we have been treated 
to the results of Mr. Rarr.sey Clark's im­
partial and objective, guided fact-find­
ing tour of North Vietnam. Just this 
week, before a subcommittee of that 
other body, Mr. Clark reproduced the 
hook, line, and sinker he had swallowed 
ir.. Hanoi. Mr. Clark claimed he made his 
visit in search of the truth because "it is 
very difficult to get the truth in Amer­
ica"; and yet he returned with props and 
pictures provided by his hosts and obser­
vations made on a specially guided tour. 
And he concluded that the treatment of 
American prisoners was "humane" after 
talking with only 10 specifically selected 
POW's out of 1,500 POW /MIA's. 

And to bolster his impartial and non­
partisan credentials, Mr. Clark is quoted 
by the August 15 Washington Post as 
saying: 

The election of Sen. George McGovern 
would trigger the immediate release of some 
U.S. prisoners of war next Jan. 20 and the 
release of all of them in another three 
months. 

While Mr. Clark was quoted in the 
same paper on the previous day as hav­
ing said he received assurances on the 
release of prisoners from "high officials 
in Hanoi.'' at his subsequent press con-

ference the only assurances he could pull 
out of the bag was a letter from a North 
Vietnamef;e newspaper editor. 

Then, in his appearance before the 
subcommittee of the other body on 
Wednesday of this week, Mr. Clark 
backed off even further, saying his com­
ments about the election of McGovERN 
and the release of prisoners had been 
imprecisely reported. 

Now we learn that Senator McGOVERN 
has sent his own personal emissary, in 
the person of Pierre Salinger, to Paris to 
discuss the prisoner of war situation 
with North Vietnamese ofiicials-and at 
the very same time that the President's 
own special envoy, Henry Kissinger, was 
involved in sensitive talks with the North 
Vietnamese negotiators. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said earlier, I do not 
fault anyone for making special efforts 
and pleas on behalf of American prison­
ers of war. But at the same time, I think 
we have to recognize the special set of 
circumstances which pertain in this in­
stance. Senator McGovERN, a candidate 
for the Presidency of the United States, 
sent his own personal emissary to Paris 
to talk with the North Vietnamese at 
what is perhaps the most critical junc­
ture in the peace negotiations. Now, the 
Senator's intentions may have been the 
most honorable, and Mr. Salinger's talks 
with the North Vietnamese may have 
been harmless; but then again, it is just 
possible that something could have been 
said to jeopardize or undermine those 
very sensitive negotiations. This is a verY­
real risk and possibility when it involves 
a spokesman for someone who is trying 
to replace the present administration, 
and I think, in the interests of peace, that 
Senator McGovERN should have recog­
nized that danger and risk and exercised 
some discretion and good judgment. But 
then, perhaps it is not fair to fault Sena­
tor McGovERN entirely on this since his 
initial reaction to the report of Salinger's 
talks was one of surprise. He is quoted 
in Springfield, Ill., as saying: 

Pierre Salinger had no instructions what­
soever from me. He told me he was going to 
Paris and he said while he was there he might 
try to make some determination of what was 
going on in the negotiations but tliere wasn't 
the slightest instruction on my part to him. 

Within 2 hours, however, Senator Mc­
GovERN, presumably having been briefed 
by his staff on what he had done, made 
the following statement: 

At my request, he (Salinger) met with 
members of the North Vietnamese delegation 
in Paris. The only purpose of the discussion 
was to determine if any change had occurred 
which would permit the return of the prison­
ers prior to the end of hostilities. 

This is a most curious· reversal of posi­
tions in such a short time and not only 
raises the question of credibility, but 
would seem to increase the risks involved 
in the Salinger talks since he was ap­
parently operating under rather impre­
cise instructions from yet to be deter­
mined sources. 

Now in this morning's news we have the 
astounding and shocking report that Sen­
ator McGoVERN has charged that the 
Kissinger mission is a "highly publicized 
global junket" designed to deceive the 
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American people on the chances for peace 
in Vietnam. Mr. Speaker, I would submit 
that this is a highly irresponsible and 
reckless charge. It is specially ironic that 
Senator McGoVERN presumes to know the 
nature of the Kissinger talks when he 
did not even know about the instructions 
his own personal emissary had received. 
Senator McGOVERN is further quoted as 
having said in a Racine, Wis., press con­
ference that-

The President has placed the survival of 
Gen. Thieu's political career ahead of the 
interests of releasing our prisoners and bring­
ing the troops home. 

Again, I would submit, Mr. Speaker, 
that this is a most senseless and pre­
sumptuous charge, and is but one more 
example of McGovERN's cruel politiciza­
tion of the prisoner of war issue. I would, 
therefore, call upon Senator McGovERN, 
in the interests of humaneness and de­
cency, to cease this reckless demagoging 
on the POW issue and agree to a mora­
torium on the political exploitation of 
our POW's for the duration of the cam­
paign. It seems to me this is the only 
proper course for restoring a sense of 
reasonableness and responsibility to our 
discussions of the real issues in this cam­
paign. 

IMPROVEMENT IN OSHA 
PROPOSED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen­
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. STEIGER), 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, because the Williams-Steiger 
Occupational Health and Safety Act of 
1970-0SHA-bears my name, I feel 
a special responsibility to carefully 
monitor its implementation. 

In that effort, I have made a special 
point to visit a great many places of 
business, both in the Sixth District · of 
Wisconsin and elsewhere, to discuss this 
law, respond to questions, and assess 
the impact of the standards and the 
Labor and HEW. These visits with em­
ployers and employees, along with 
scores of letters from across the Nation 
have been helpful to me in determining 
how well the law is operating. Given the 
size, scope, and complexity of this leg­
islation, it is my best judgment that the 
Departments of Labor and HEW are 
doing a commendable job. 

A great deal of attention by the Con­
gress has been devoted to the criticisms 
of OSHA and a substantial number of 
bills to amend the act have been intro­
duced. This is as it should be in a democ­
racy. One must be careful, however, 
that changes are not made at the ex­
pense of the health and safety of 
workers. 

The biggest criticism of OSHA has 
come from the small businessmen who 
would like to come into compliance with 
the standards but lack the technical 
staff resources to interpret how the 
standards apply to their operations. I 
have determined that this complaint 
is justified and for that reason I am in­
troducing today ~-n amendment that 
would enable the Labor Department to 
provide onsite consultation for employ-

ers of 50 or fewer employees. Such a 
change would, I believe, respond to the 
many who have said to me "I want to 
comply but do not know what I am 
supposed to do." 

Under the Williams-Steiger Act, the 
Department of Labor is legally precluded 
from providing any consultation visits on 
an employer's premises without trigger­
ing the act's enforcement procedures. 
·Section 9 of the act provides that, upon 
inspection, a compliance o:tficer who be­
lieves that an employer has violated a 
requirement of the act must issue an ap­
propriate citation and in many cases a 
proposed penalty to the employer. Since 
section 8 makes it clear that any enter­
ing upon the employer's premises is re­
garded as an inspection provided for in 
section 9, appropriate enforcement action 
would have to be taken following a con­
sultation visit. 

Since small employers face unique 
problems in complying with the act and 
since voluntary compliance, which is an 
essential aspect of the Federal occupa­
tional safety and health program, would 
be greatly enhanced by providing con­
sultative visits at the jobsite, this amend­
ment to the small-business section of 
the act-section 28-is being proposed 
to permit such visits in the case of those 
employers of 50 or fewer employees. 

This amendment would amend sec­
t ion 28 of the act, so as to permit work­
site visits by officials of the Department 
of Labor or their agents for the purpose 
of advising or consulting the small em­
ployer on his obligations under the act. 
The amendment expressly provides that 
the visit would take place only if the 
small employer requests such a visit for 
the purpose of discussing interpretation 
or application of standards or possible 
alternative ways of complying with the 
standards. The visit would be limited by 
the matters set forth in the request re­
lating to conditions, structures, ma­
chines, apparatus, devices, equipment, 
or materials in the workplace. However, 
within the limits of the visit, there would 
be discretion to decide when and to what 
extent the visit would be conducted, de­
pending on the availability of resources 
and other relevant factors. 

The proposed amendment makes it 
clear that jobsite consultation visits are 
not inspections and investigations under 
the act which necessarily involve the is­
suing of citations and the proposing of 
civil penalties where circumstances so 
warrant. Even though hazardous condi­
tions may be disclosed during a visit, 
the Department would be precluded from 
issuing citations or proposed penalties 
upon such visit. And the amendment 
makes it clear that the Secretary is not 
required under its provisions to conduct 
an inspection under section 8 of a work­
place because it has been previously 
visited for the purpose of giving consul­
tation and advice. 

However, where the Secretary chooses 
to conduct an inspection under section 8 
following a consultation visit, he may 
take into account in connection with the 
inspection any information obtained 
during the earlier consultation visit. The 
amendment also provides that the Sec­
retary is not precluded from issuing ci­
tations and proposing penalties during 

an inspection by virtue of the fact that 
during the earlier consultation visit no 
advice or consultation was afforded to 
the employer about the particular con­
dition which was later cited. 

Further, since a consultation visit 
would not be an inspection under section 
8, the visit would not be subject to the 
statutory incidents of an inspection. 
However, the amendment does require 
the Secretary to provide by regulation 
for appropriate consultation with em­
ployees concerning the consultation visit. 

The amendment also provides that the 
Secretary, in issuing regulations. must 
insure that the persons who conduct the 
jobsite consultation visits are not OSHA 
compliance safety and health o:tficers. 
Those who conduct the consultation vis­
its should be advisers and, though fully 
qualified, should be completely separated 
from the staff of compliance o:tficers hav­
ing enforcement responsibilities. 

The language of the amendment would 
permit the advisers to make recommen­
dations to employers regarding the cor­
rection of workplace hazards disclosed 
within the scope of the visit. Such rec­
ommendations are a necessary part of 
an effective consultation program and 
would contribute greatly to workplace 
safety. 

A very important provision of this 
amendment is the exception in the case 
of "imminent danger." While the con­
sultation visit is not an inspection in any 
sense, the amendment contemplates 
that, if a situation constituting an im­
minent danger comes to the attention of 
the adviser in the course of conducting 
a consultation visit to the jobsite, he will 
immediately bring the matter to the at­
tention of the employer who will be ex­
pected to abate the danger. Following 
this, the adviser will contact the area di­
rector, who will then promptly take 
whatever further enforcement action is 
necessary. In such situations, the De­
partment would clearly have the respon­
sibility to take all appropriate action to 
protect the lives of employees. 

In clearly distinguishing between con­
sultation visits and inspections, it should 
als.o be clear that the Secretary of Labor 
would not be permitted to conduct con­
sultation visits where inspections or in­
vestigations are required under the act. 
For example, the Secretary may not re­
spond to a valid employee complaint un­
der section 8 (f) of the act by conducting 
a consultation visit to the worksite. Nor 
is it contemplated that consultation visits 
be employed to any extent as a substitute 
for otherwise scheduled compliance 
inspections. 

The amendment is not intended in any 
way to derogate from the Department's 
compliance activity; its purpose is solely 
to authorize consultation visits in addi­
tion to inspection activity which would 
normally be taking place. 

Lastly, the amendment makes con­
forming changes in section 21 of the act 
and provides for a delay of 120 days in 
the effective date. 

I am hopeful, ·Mr. Speaker, that this 
amendment will enable the small em­
ployers who wish to comply to do so while 
protecting all concerned in imminent 
danger situations. · I look forward to 
working with my colleagues on the early 
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consideration of this legislation in the 
mutual effort of employers, employees, 
and government at all levels to enhance 
our workplace environment. This legisla­
tion has been introduced at this time in 
order to give all interested parties a full 
opportunity to review the bill and pro­
vide comments and suggestions, so that 
the Congress can move promptly to pass 
a bill which embodies this concept. 

RESIGNATION OF CONGRESSMAN 
POFF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Wisconsin <Mr. KASTENMEIER) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, this 
month of August marks a grievous loss 
to the House and an immeasurable gain 
to the judiciary of Virginia with the res­
ignation from Congress of our esteemed 
friend and colleague, RICHARD H. POFF, 
from the Commonwealth's Sixth District. 

DICK PoFF came to the House with the 
83d Congress, in 1953, and has served con­
tinuously since then. He is closing his 
11th term in order to ascend the bench 
of the Supreme Court of Virginia. 

It has been my privilege to work with 
DicK in the Judiciary Committee, of 
which we are both members, and I can­
not let the occasion pass without setting 
forth some of my feelings about him and . 
his departure at this time. 

DicK PoFF joined the House after some 
years of private practice of law in Rad­
ford~ He had been named Virginia's out­
standing young man of the year by the 
Junior Chamber of Commerce in 1954. 

My own closest association with DicK 
was in connection with our joint service 
on Subcommittee No. 3 of the Judiciary 
Committee. In connection with the copy­
right law revision project which led to 
the passage by the House of a revision 
bill in April 1967, it was my duty to 
preside over the length hearings and 
subcommittee consideration of this leg­
islation. DicK was the ranking minority 
member and we could not have done 
without his vigorous, analytical intellect, 
and his capacity for clarifying the ob­
scure. 

DicK POFF was appointed by the Presi­
dent to be a member of the National 
Commission on Reform of Federal 
Criminal Laws, on which I also served. 
The appointment of the Commission was 
authorized by the act of November 8, 
1966, of which Congressman PoFF was 
the principal author. Because of his keen 
mind and his great reverence for the 
law, the Commission members elected 
him vice chairman. 

DicK has achieved much justified 
prestige in his own party, having served 
as chairman of the Republican Task 
Force on Crime and as secretary of the 
Republican Leadership Conference. 

About a year ago, DICK PoFF's name 
was submitted by the President to the 
Senate as a nominee to a vacancy on 
the Supreme Court of the United States. 
For personal reasons DICK thereinafter 
withdrew his name from consideration 
for this high office. Nonetheless, Con­
gressman RICHARD POFF was an emi­
nently appropriate nomination, wholly 

supportable not only :>n grounds of legal 
competency and high personal integrity, 
but for many other highly relevant rea­
sons. His nomination was one that I, 
notwithstanding fundamental philo­
sophic differences between us, would 
have been constrained to support, even, 
as I had indicated to others, by volun­
teering my testimony in his behalf to the 
other body's Judiciary Committee. 

For men of his unique dedication and 
fairness, his special, judicial tum of 
mind, come altogether too seldom to leg­
islative bodies, whatever their political 
disposition. And, when they leave, we 
experience a grave loss. 

That the jurisprudence of Virginia will 
be enriched by DICK PoFF I have no 
doubt, that the Judiciary Committee of 
the House of Representatives can re­
place him I have serious concern. 

Nonetheless, we, his friends who have 
come to admire ·him and his work, com­
mend to DICK PoFF our fond good wishes. 

ANOTHER LEE MEMORIAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. RooNEY) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, during my years as a Member of 
the U.S. House of Representatives I have 
watched with interest the noteworthy 
restoration and revitalizing of the heart 
of Washington's sister city, Alexandria, 
Va. 

For a time my· own working residence 
in the Washington area was in the his- ­
toric section of Alexandria, known as Old 
Town. During that period numerous 
homes built in the late 18th and early 
19th centuries were restored by private 
owners, many new townhouses blending 
in tastefully with the historic homes were 
constructed and an urban renewal proj­
ect undertaken which culminated in de­
velopment of a new shopping center in­
cluding office buildings in neo-Georgian 
style, a variety of stores and open space 
in the form of a town square. 

The work of preserving and restoring 
the city's historic houses is continuing. 
Most notably there was an announcement 
just recently that the Lee-Fendall House 
at 614 Oronoco Street has been acquired 
by a preservation society and will be put 
in a state of good repair and opened to 
the public as a memorial to General 
Henry "Light Horse Harry" Lee, of Revo­
lutionary War fame. 

I am sure everyone in this Chamber 
has at some time seen or at least gone 
by this large, frame house on the corner 
of Washington Street and Oronoco, di­
rectly on the route from Washington, 
through Alexandria, to George Washing­
ton's home at Mount Vernon. For many 
years it was known as the John L. Lewis 
house, for the late leader of the United 
Mine Workers of America lived there 
with his family from 1937 until his death 
in 1969. 

Mr. Lewis was a familiar :figure to Alex­
andrians as, in his later and retired 
years, he would sit in the enclosed porch 
on the Washington Street side of the 
house and watch each year the annual 

Washington's Birthday parade on Feb­
ruary 22. 

The origin and importance of the 
house, however, goes far beyond the life­
time of John L. Lewis. It was built in the 
late 18th century by a member of the Lee 
family of Virginia and for a century 
housed various members of the family 
and played host to other Lees and many 
other Americans prominent on the na­
tional scene. 

Although Gen. Henry "Light Horse 
Harry" Lee, a favorite of Gen. George 
Washington, did not actually reside at 
614 Oronoco Street, he once owned the 
land and spent much time in the house 
with his relatives since his OWn last home 
was almost directly across the street, at 
607 Oronoco Street. The latter for the 
last 5 years has been open to the public 
as the "Boyhood Home of Robert E. Lee," 
a son of "Light Horse Harry" Lee. 

It was at 614 Oronoco that "Light 
Horse Harry" wrote a speech containing 
the embryonic ideas which he, as a Mem­
ber of Congress, included in a later 
speech eulogizing George Washington as 
"First in war, first in peace, and first in 
the hearts of his countrymen." 

Still later, "Light Horse Harry" him­
self became in a sense a victim of war. 
He was injured by antiwar rioters at 
Baltimore during the War of 1812 and 
never fully recovered. He attempted to 
regain his health through a trip to Bar­
bados in the Caribbean but succumbed on 
the way home while aboard ship off the 
coast of Cumberland Island, Ga., in 1818. 
He was buried on the estate of the widow 
of his fellow Revolutionary War general, 
Nathaniel Greene, at Cumberland Is­
land. His remains many years later were 
removed to Lexington, Va., to be en­
tombed with those of his son, Robert E. 
Lee, at Washington and Lee University. 

Interest in preserving the Lee-Fendall 
House after the death of John L. 
Lewis 3 years ago was aroused by that 
supreme guardian of historic homes in 
Virginia, Jay W. Johns. Although ana­
tive of my home State of Pennsylvania, 
having been born at Uniontown, M~·. 
Johns, a resident of Charlottesville for 
many years, has devoted decades of his 
life to preserving historic sites in Vir­
ginia. 

As the owner of "Ash Lawn," the 
James Monroe home at Charlottesville, 
Mr. Johns moved out in order to open 
that historic house to the public. It was 
through the efforts of Mr. Johns and the 
organization he headed, the Stonewall 
Jackson Memorial, Inc., that Alexandria's 
Fitzhugh-Lee House, now known officially 
as the Lee boyhood home, was saved in 
1967. That handsome, brick edifice has 
been visited by tens of thousands of 
Americans who have been given the 
pleasure of seeing the Lee family heir­
looms and works of art of the period 
which Mr. Johns secured to grace the 
house where Robert E. Lee's mother 
played hostess to the Marquis de Lafay­
ette on his visit in 1824. 

At the time of the death of John L. 
Lewis, Mr. Johns was the first to propose 
acquisition of the Lewis-or Lee-Fen­
dall-house and opening it to the public 
in conjunction with the Lee boyhood 
home, across Oronoco Street. Tremen-
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dous obstacles stood ln the way. Where 
was the money to come from, for one 
thing. Also, there was the possibility that 
the house and grounds would be sold to 
make way for a commercial building 
fronting on Washington Street. 

How Mr. Johns overcame all opposi­
tion and all obstacles in securing the 
house is a story in itself. Almost single­
handedly he talked the city of Alexan­
dria into providing $35,000 and the State 
of Virginia into appropriating $65,000 to 
help pay for the property. Another $125,-
000 is needed to complete the purchase 
and to pay for necessary repairs to the 
old house. It is the hope of Mr. Johns and 
associates that this money will be con­
tributed by public-spirited history­
minded individuals. At any rate, he will 
be campaigning to secure the funds, and 
deserves the support of all of us. 

Announcement of the acquisition of 
the Lee-Fendall House by the Virginia 
Trust for Historic Preservation, formed 
by Mr. Johns, was made on July 14, at a 
luncheon attended by Alexandria city 
officials, descendants of the old Lee fam­
ily and supporters of Mr. Johns' and the 
city's historic preservation plans. 

It was no coincidence that the date, 
July 14, was Mr. Johns' birthday-his 
84th-and the 20th anniversary of his 
having lost his sight. For a score of years 
and-more this remarkable man has dedi­
cated his life to preserving and restor­
ing some of America's great histmic 
build.ir. gs. He has traveled by plane, train, 
and b11s continually across Virginia to 
carry on his work, which is all the more 
remarkable because of his age and hand.i­
cap. His work, his efforts, his knowled~e 
of history, his wit and sense of humor, 
and his loyal friendship are valued 
wherever he goes. 

The half-acre lot on which 614 Oro­
noco Street stands was purchased by 
General "Light Horse Harry" Lee in 
1784, but he sold it a few months later 
to Philip Richard Fendall, the second 
husband of Harry's mother-in-law, 
Elizabeth Steptoe Lee. Fendall began 
building the house almost at once. 
George Washington's diary notes that 
on November 10, 1785, he "dined at Mr. 
Fendall's in Alexandria." Fendall, after 
the death of his wife Elizabeth, married 
Mary Lee, a sister of "Light Horse 
Harry." 

It was only in this century that the 
house finally passed out of the hands of 
Lees and Lee-related owners. At various 
times, branches of the Lee family owned 
or lived in a good half dozen houses in 
the immediate area of the Lee-Fendall 
House, and the corner of Washington 
and Oronoco Streets was known as 
"Lee's Corner". During most of these 
years, Alexandria was part of the District 
of Columbia--that is, until its retroces­
sion to the State of Virginia in 1846. 

Restoration of the Lee-Fendall House, 
made possible by Jay W. Johns, will give 
the city of Alexandria a big lift toward 
its anticipated participation in the Bi­
centennial of American Independence in 
1976. -

Alexandria's city manager, Wayne An­
derson, has promised Mr. Johns that by 
1976 the city will be able to put its best 

foot forward. In addition to the Lee Boy­
hood Home and the Lee-Fendall House 
being open to the public, he said, there 
will be a beautification of Washington 
Street and restoration will be completed 
on the historic Carlyle House, the Lloyd 
House, the Lycaeum, and Gadsby's Tav­
ern. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the RECORD 
also two clippings from the Alexandria 
Gazette and the Washington Star report­
ing the announcement of acquisition of 
the Lee-Fendall House by the Virginia 
Trust for Historic Preservation, headed 
by Jay Johns. 
(From the Washington Star, July 15, 1972] 

ANOTHER LEE MEMORIAL 

(By Mary Eisner) 
The historic Lee-Fendall House in the 

north end of Old Town Alexandria will be 
restored and reopened as a memorial to 
"Light Horse Harry" Lee, Revolutionary 
War hero and father of Robert E. Lee. 

At a celebration yesterday, Jay W. Johns 
who purchased the house just hours earlier 
from descendents of United Mine Workers 
President John L. Lewis, announced the com­
pletion of his plans for the shrine, his eighth 
restoration project. 

"For the last 20 years of my life I've ded­
icated myself to trying to preserve his­
torical places in Virginia. These are the 
places that make America famous, and we 
have a duty to restore them," said Johns, 
who was 84 yesterday. 

He added that he hopes the house would 
be fully restored in time for the bicenten­
nial celebration in 1976. 

Both the City of Alexandria and the State 
of Virginia will financially assist Johns' 
nonprofit company, Virginia Trust for His­
toric Preservation, with the restoration ar­
rangements for the Lee-Fendall property. 

Recently, the Alexandria city council au­
thorized a grant of $35,000, contingent upon 
release of state funds for the project. Ac­
cording to city manager Wayne F. Ander­
son, a state contribution of $65,000 was an­
nounced earlier this week. 

The combined grants will meet about 45 
percent of the project's total costs, currently 
estimated at $225,000. 

The spacious white frame, green-shuttered 
house, at 614 Oronoco St., was the home of 
various members of the Lee family begin-· 
ning in the 1780s. Two other Lee houses, in­
cluding Robert E. Lee's boyhood home, are 
located across the street. 

Light Horse Harry Lee, to whom the 
memorial is dedicated, served as Governor of 
Virginia from 1791 to 1796. A captain in 
George Washington's Continental Army, Lee 
was a close personal friend of Washington. 

Eulogizing Washington in 1799, Lee wrote 
the well-known words, "First in war, first in 
peace, first in the hearts of his countrymen." 

According to Johns, Washington visited 
the Lee-Fendall House about 30 times, while 
Lee resided there. 

[From the Alexandria Gazette, July 14, 1972] 
TRUST BUYS HISTORIC HOME 

Purchase of the Lee-Fendall home at the 
corner of Washington and Oronoco streets 
was announced at a luncheon here today. 

The Virginia Trust for Historic Preserva­
tion has bought the home and grounds from 
the heirs of John L. Lewis for a reported 
$185,000. 

The organization hopes to raise a total of 
$225,000 for the purchase and restoration of 
the historic structure, which reportedly dates 
to 1784. 

The Virginia General Assembly at its last 
session appropriated $65,000 to be applied to­
ward the project and Alexandria's City Coun­
cil contributed an additional $35,000 for res-

toration. The remainder wlll be sought by 
public solicitation, according to Mrs. Frances 
Shively, a spokesman for the trust. 

The Society of the Lees of Virginia, has 
contributed generously, she added. 

Complete restoration and opening of the 
home is slated for April 1974, she said, and 
it will be operated in a similar fashion to 
Lee's Boyhood Home across Oronoco Street. 

The house originally was built for Phillip 
Richard Fendall, member of a prominent 
Maryland family whose mother was a sister 
of Squire Richard Lee of "'Blenheim." 

Gen. George Washington mentions the 
home many times in his diaries, observing 
on Nov. 10, 1785 ... "Went up to Alexandria 
to meet the Directors of the Potomack Com­
pany. Dined at Mr. Fendalls (who was from 
home) and returned in the Evening with 
Mrs. Washington ... " 

According to historical researchers, the 
property was purchased in 1835 by Edmund 
Jennings Lee Jr. for his father. 

John L. Lewis, founder of the Congress 
of Industrial Organizations and long-time 
president of the United Mine Workers of 
America, lived in the home from the early 
1930s until shortly before his death in 1969. 

FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1971: TAX 
DEPENDENCY PROVISION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Ohio (Mr. SEIBERLING) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, im­
plementation of the Food Stamp Act of 
1971 has caused several problems in my 
district and throughout Ohio. Several of 
these provisions were written in an at­
tempt to prevent students, hippies, and 
welfare chiselers from receiving food 
stamps. However, many needy, deserv­
ing people are now also unable to qualify 
for food stamps. 

Today I would like to address myself 
to the so-called tax dependency provision 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1971. This pro­
vision reads in part-

Any household which includes a member 
who has reached his eighteenth birthday and 
who is claimed as a dependent child for Fed­
eral income tax purposes by a taxpayer who 
is not a member of an eligible household, 
shall be ineligible to participate in any ~a 
stamp program established pursuant to this 
Act during the tax period such dependency 
is claimed and for a period of one year after 
expiration of such tax period. 

The intent of this provision was to pre­
vent students from receiving food 
stamps. I ·.-,rould like to include a copy of a 
letter from the Coshocton County Chil­
dren Services Board of Coshocton, Ohio, 
describing the unfair effects of this legis­
lation on nonstudents. In sending me a 
copy of this letter, Mr. Robert B. Canary, 
acting director of the Ohio Department 
of Public Welfare, stated: 

We have encountered numerous cases of 
need where the family qualifies and receives 
some form of Public Assistance in Ohio, and 
yet, county administrators were unable toes­
tablish eligibility for the Food Stamp Pro­
gram because of the inequity of the Tax De­
pendency Provision of the Amended Food 
Stamp Act. 

We sincerely believe the Tax Dependency 
Provision of the Amended Food Stamp Act 
should be corrected to permit participation 
in the Food Stamp Program for non-college 
households who are in need and can other­
wise qualify for the Program. 
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Members of my staff have talked with 

welfare officials across the country about 
the effects of this provision. It is ob­
vious from their responses that this is not 
an isolated case. In one instance, a young 
couple, recently married and expecting 
their first child applied for food stamps 
when the husband lost his job. They were 
ineligible because the wife had been tak­
en as a dependent by her parents during 
the previous year when she was still a 
student. They met all other eligibility cri­
teria. 

It is long past time we stopped looking 
suspiciously at anyone who is poor or in 
need of temporary assistance. No one 
needs to be told about the high unem­
ployment rate in this country today. If 
we were half as harsh in extending wel­
fare to the rich in the form of tax sub­
sidies and special tax writeoffs we would 
have enough revenue to end hunger in 
the United States. This is only one ex­
ample of the misplaced priorities in this 
country. 

The tax dependency provision is now 
before a three-judge panel in the District 
of Columbia awaiting final decision, in 
the case of Murray et al. against U.S. De­
partment of Agriculture. I sincerely hope 
the judges will overturn this inequitable 
provision under the equal protection 
clause of the 14th amendment. If they do 
not, I will introduce legislation to amend 
the Food Stamp Act of 1971 in this re­
gard. 

CHILDREN SERVICES BOARD, 
Coshocton, Ohio, June 7, 1972. 

Re: Gwendolyn Young, 
Mr. HoRACE BARNETT, 
Supervisor, Food Stamp Program Section, 

Bureau of General Services, Ohio De­
partment of Public Welfare, Columbus, 
Ohio. 

DEAR MR. BARNETT: I am writing this let­
ter to advise you of a situation in Coshocton 
County involving a client of our agency who 
is also a recipient of ADC through the Co­
shocton County Welfare Department. 

On 3/9/70 the Coshocton County Juvenile 
Court awarded temporary custody of Gwen­
dolyn Young's five minor children to Coshoc­
ton County Children Services Board in that 
they were found to be dependent children. 
Since that date, the children have remained 
in foster care placement by this agency. 
Since 3/9/70, and especially in recent months, 
it has been the combined efforts of Coshocton 
County Children Services Board, Coshocton 
County Welfare Department, and Mrs. 
Young to effectuate return of all or part of 
the children to Mrs. Young. This decision 
was reached after considerable effort on the 
part of our agency and Mrs. Young to enable 
her to better care for her children. At this 
point we feel Mrs. Young is ready for the 
return of her children. 

The problem: During the year 1971 Mrs. 
Young, who was _without income, lived with 
her brother and sister-in-law in Coshocton, 
Ohio. When it came time for Mrs. Young's 
brother to file his 1971 Federal Income Tax 
Return, he claimed Mrs. Young and her new­
born son as tax dependents. Late in 1971 Mrs. 
Young found suitable housing of her own 
and went on ADC. She remains on ADC for 
herself and her one child. 

Recently, the Coshocton County Welfare 
Department learned Mrs. Young had been 
claimed as a tax dependent in 1971 and in­
formed her she would be ineligible to par­
ticipate in the food stamp program until 
January, 1973. According to the Coshocton 
County Welfare Department, this decision 
was made in accordance with FSP-17 dated 
10/ 26/ 71, p. 20, Paragraph G. 
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I have reviewed. this situation with the 
Coshocton County Welfare Department, and 
as I read FSP-17, p. 20, Paragraph G, I 
interpret it as applying to those who are 
claimed as tax dependents by a parent or 
guardian. I do not see why this should apply 
to Mrs. Young's situation. Furthermore, I 
understand this section was written in the 
food stamp regulations to prevent college 
students from participating in the program 
while being claimed as tax dependents by 
their parents. This is not the case with Mrs. 
Young. There was no intent on either the 
part of Mrs. Young or her brother to deceive 
anyone in this matter, but rather an attemp·t 
by the brother to help his sister when she 
was in need and was not eligible for public 
assistance. 

At this point, Coshocton County Children 
Services Board is willing to return at least 
part of Mrs. Young's children to her. How­
ever, without food stamps, Mrs. Young would 
not be able to provide for the children 
adequately on ADC. 

I will be awaiting your reply as to what 
can be done to enable Mrs. Young to become 
eligible for food stamps and, consequently, 
get her children back. 

Very truly yours, 
MAx F. BucEY, Social Worker. 

STATE OF OHIO, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 

Columbus, Ohio, June 20, 1972. 
Ron. JOHN F. SEIBERLING, 
Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SEIBERLING: The Food 
Stamp Act of 1964, as amended by Congress, 
was passed January 11, 1971, and provides in 
Section 5(b): 

"Any household which includes a member 
who has reached his eighteenth birthday and 
who is claimed as a dependent child for Fed­
eral income tax purposes by a taxpayer who 
is not a member of an eligible household, 
shall be ineligible to participate in any food 
stamp program established pursuant to this 
Act during the tax period such dependency 
is claimed and for a period of one year after 
expiration of such tax period." 

However, the Tax Dependency Provision 
also makes non-college households such as 
the one described in the attached June 7th 
letter from the Coshocton County Children 
Services Board ineligible for Food Stamps. 

We have encountered numerous cases of 
need where the family qualifies and receives 
some form of Public Assistance in Ohio, and 
yet, county administrators were unable to 
establish eligibility for the Food Stamp Pro­
gram because of the inequity of the Tax De­
pendency Provision of the Amended Food 
Stamp Act. 

We sincerely believe the Tax Dependency 
Provision of the Amended Food Stamp Act 
should be correCted to permit participation 
in the Food Stamp Program for non-college 
households who are in need and can other­
wise qualify for the Program. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT B. CANARY, 

Acting Di1·ector . 

EDUCATION FOR BLACKS: UNITY 
WITHOUT UNIFORMITY 

(Mr. HAWKINS asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and include extrane­
ous matter.) 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker. at a time 
when turmoil and apprehension pervade 
the black communities of America, it is 
rewarding to read the words of a man 
who so well understands their problems 
and who so brilliantly communicates 
that understanding to us. Dr. Be1nard C. 

Watson, professor and chairman of ur­
ban education at Temple University pre­
sented this paper on July 31, at the Na­
tional Urban League Convention in St. 
Louis. The paper's focus is on education, 
a concern of highest priority :for all 
Americans, but especially for black 
people. 

The article follows: 
SURVIVAL PHASE II: UNITY WITHOUT 

UNIFORMITY 
(By Bernard C. Watson, Ph.D.} 

For the past several years, in black com­
munities across the country, there has been 
a good deal of rhetoric about black genocide. 
Depending upon the community or the per­
sons who were talking, the genocide was ei­
ther physical, educational or psychological. 
Simultaneously, in these same communities, 
significant voices were calling for "commu­
nity control," "nation-building" and the de­
velopment of plans for "black survival". It 
was--and for that ma.tter stlll is--a time of 
turmoil and apprehension. Perhaps. because 
of it a practice of too many to attach labels 
to almost every Black among the spectrum 
of ideology: revolutionary, militant, Uncle 
Tom, liberal, conservative, oreo, integration­
ist, Aunt Sarah, separatist, zebra, colored, 
Negro, ad infinitum. Id·eological and philo­
sophical battles involving the most minute 
distinctions, differences and nuances have 
consumed the brains, time and energy of 
some of the best minds in the black commu­
nity. 

In its most bizarre manifestation, Blacks 
of acknOtWledged commitment, leadership 
ability and brains spent months opposing 
other Blacks With similar qualities over mi­
nor points of ideological differences. Less ob­
vious, but no less debilitating, was the state 
of affairs where Blacks became immobilized 
as they looked inward and contemplated 
their navels, as it were, in agonizing attempts 
at introspection. The rhetoric of "blacker 
than thou,'' the ideological labeling, the 
Withdrawal into a world of black fantasy are 
ultimately suicidal tactics. They distract a;t­
tention from the very serious business of an­
alyzing current developments which are in­
imical to the interests of Blacks and other 
minorities. They divert energy from the criti­
cal tasks of planning effective strategies to 
achieve equal rights for all minority citizens 
and indeed to assure their very survival. 

If Blacks are to have any hope of success 
in negotiating the troubled waters of con­
servative and racist reaction to the limited 
gains and small victories achieved in recent 
years, they must be extremely wary of having 
too narrow a focus. Limited vision, whether 
it concerns people or issues, is a very real 
danger. 

First, Blacks cannot waste time in the 
search for ideological purity, closing out 
brothers, sisters and potental allies who hap­
pen not to agree on every detail of a. specific 
program. Even as dialogue continues in the 
hope of reaching consensus, options must be 
maintained for individuals to speak and act. 
In a crisis, every weapon, every vehicle, every 
tool must be pressed into service: the ragtag 
army may accomplish its goals, while the 
larger battalion waits, fearful of moving until 
it is sure of ideological uniformity. 

Second, Blacks, together with the other vp­
pressed groups of socie·ty, must recognize that 
the agenda is no less comprehensive than 
life itself. Some issues may appear more 
urgent at some tmes than at others, but it 
would be a fatal mistake to see only individ­
ual trees and lose sight of the forest. It is 
not possible to discuss housing without con­
sidering employment, education in isolation 
from the political system, or health ~nd wel­
fare while disregarding the war. Education is 
the focus of this essay, but clearly there are 
endless and complex relationships between 
educational issues and those which are usu-
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ally considered beyond the scope of a paper 
on education. It would be infinitely more 
comforting if one could, with a sense of 
optimism, address himself to the postive 
achievements and promising developments in 
the American educational syst-em. Unfortu­
nately, like too many other aspects of the 
society-housing, employment opportunities, 
trasnportation, health care-the public 
schools and much of post-high school educa­
tion are in disarray. 

THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

It is not an overstatement to suggest that 
the public schools which are supposed to 
serve the poor of this country reek with the 
odor of failure, despair, apathy and violence, 
with the result that far too many of these 
schools, particularly in the rural south and 
·the urban north, are suffocating and choking. 
·The litany of problems is too familiar to re­
quire recounting here: drop-outs, gangs, 
functionally illiterate "graduates," drugs, the 
crushing of cheerful curiosity, the deaden­
ing of the ability and will to learn. Parents 
send their children to school with high hopes, 
but when, faced with the continual failure 
of their children, they ask the schools what 
is wrong, they are told to go home and mind 
their own business. 

Confronted by continual hostility, insen­
sitivity or apathy, many Blacks have decided 
that retreat and surrender are the only 
courses open: they will do what they can for 
their own children, but for all those others, 

· there is no more energy or time. Others may 
·be seduced by the analyses of scholars and 
socia~ diagnosticians, the Jensens and the 
Shockleys, who indicate that not much can 
be expected from people who are genetically 
inferior.1 Those who have a pious bent ask: 

-Didn't Jesus himself say that the poor would 
· always be with us? Still others· just want to 
rest; they a.re tired of the struggle. There. is 

· a great temptation 1;o stop banging collective 
~ heads against the stone wall and be content 
. with limited g~ins for some, stagnation. and 
·despair for :!;hose who are 'at the bottom of 
the heap. Ultimately, it is a matter of choice, 

. whether to continue in the struggle for hu._ 
man renewal and development or to go sep­

. arate ways ip. the misguided belief that an 
~ individual can make it alone, that the hopes, 
destinies and survival of other Blacks is in 
no way related to one's own. 

FINANCE 

Consider the financial crisis of the public 
schools. Those in large urban areas are ap­
proaching bankruptcy, if they are not bank­
rupt already. Along with so many other city 
services, the costs of education have moved 
well beyond the capacity of the municipal 
tax base--and the poor and the powerless 
are once again caught in the squeeze. It is 
ironic, however, that providing an adequate 
education may well be, in the long run, far 
less costly than allmving the school systems 
to decay and disintegrate. 

Dr. Henry Levin, a Stanford University 
Professor, recently conducted a study for the 
Mondale Committee on Equal Educational 
Opportunity, and the results should be given 
very wide public attention.ll Using failure to 
complete high school as his definition of in­
adequate education, he calculated the costs 
to the nation in lost income and in increased 
need for welfare services and criminal re­
habilitation. Taking only the males aged 25 
to 34 in 1969 who had not graduated from 
high school, he determined that the nation 
lost $237 billion dollars in income, and $71 
billion in government revenues. But to have 
seen this group through just a high school 
education would have cost only about $40 
billion. 

Some very elementary arithmetic will in­
dicate whether or not adequate :financing 
of education is or is not a sound invest­
ment--even though no one has yet devised a 

Footnotes at end of article. 

way of measuring the differential in individ­
ual and social health. If an appeal to the 
American conscience does not produce re­
sults, perhaps the case can be made simply 
in terms of economics: scrimping on educa­
tion is a dumb thing to do in terms of the 
Alinighty Dollar. It must be noted, however, 
that calculations such as these and others, 
relating years of education to income re­
ceived, are based on a rather important as­
sumption: namely, that jobs will in fact be 
available for all those who seek them. Yet, 
high unemployment is a continuing problem 
of the economy; racism still prevents many 
minority group members from obtaining 
positions for which they are qualified; tech­
nology is eliminating routine jobs; and seri­
ous questions are being raised about the 
basic orientation of the economy (e.g., to­
ward war and against ecology) . All these 
factors muddy the simple equation of 
schooling and careers, yet they must be 
taken into account by those whose chief 
concern is education. Clearly, as was indi­
cated earlier, education cannot be viewed in 
isolation: it is inextricably involved with 
each item on the social agenda. 

The traditional basis of support for public 
education-the local property tax-is, how­
ever, finally being given serious examination. 
The California decision in Serrano vs. Priest 
rejects the property tax as the main source 
of educational revenue because reliance upon 
the property tax dictates that the quality of 
the school system is a function of local 
wealth.3 It is a violation of the equal protec­
tion clauses of the Constitution, ruled the 
judge in that case, when ·the quality of a 

·child's educatiqn depends almost entirely on 
•the e~onomic health of the community in 
which he happens to reside. The implications 
of_ that decis_io:Q. for Blacks and other minor­
ities are clear, since most live in poor com­
·munlties. The implications were not lost on 
·the affluent either, and there will be strong 
~PP<?Sitio~ to a departure from past practice . 

· But ·even if new formulas are devised for 
--~llocation of educational funds, will it neces­
·sarlly mean a boon to Blacks and other mi­
norities? Equalizing per pupil expenditures 
across a given state may be appealing at first 
glance, but without careful calculation, the 
minorities and the pool" may once again be 
shortchanged. Any formula has two parts: 
input is important, but there must be at 
least equal concern about output. If Blacks 
and other minorities are to be educated in a 
manner which will put them on a competi­
tive basis with those from the wealthy sub­
urbs, schools serving the poor and minorities 
may well require considerably higher alloca­
tions. As long as this society permits so many 
of its people to live in degrading circum­
stances, to suffer inadequate health services, 
to survive on the crumbs of a so-called cul­
ture which h~ systematically insulted and 
excluded them-as long as that situation 
continues (and there is little sign that mas­
sive reform of social conditions is imminent), 
then urban schools will have to be better 
staffed and equipped, more comprehensive 
than their suburban and affiuent counter­
parts. 

How can anyone in his right mind pre­
tend that a youngster-no matter how at­
tentive, how punctual, how well-behaved-

, who goes to a decaying school, is taught by 
inexperienced or hostile teachers, has no ac­
cess to art or music or recreational facilities, 
has little or no example of encouragement 
to pursue a realistic career or college edu­
cation-how can that youngster possibly 
compete? By the time he's out of elementary 
school, let alone high school, he's so far 
behind the starting line that it's ludicrous. 
Is that his fault? Is a racist society to con­
tinue in its comfortable illusion that it has 
had no hand in the screening out of minor­
ities? Is it any wonder that so many Blacks 
and other minorities leave school before 
graduation? Graduation is no panacea, but 

in a credentialed society, a diploma opens 
doors. 

The voucher plan is shnilarly a new de­
velopment which, at first glance, shows prom­
ise of redressing some educational griev­
ances. Unfortunately, it quickly shows fatal 
signs of having been conceived in the Uto­
pian world of classical economics where the 
"invisible hand" will make sure that supply 
and demand balance neatly in a free market­
place. In the real world, unfortunately, 
things may not be so tidy. A family in North 
Philadelphia, in Pruitt-Igoe in St. Louis, or 
Lawndale in Chicago, may simply not be 
able to purchase with its voucher a quality 
of education even approximately what the 
affluent family in Scarsdale, New York or 
Winnetka, Illinois can buy. Voucher plans 
alone cannot make up for the years of ne­
glect nor allow for the additional needs which 
poor, oppressed children bring to the schools. 

It is important, then, to take careful note 
of the ferment surrounding educational fi­
nance, and to be as wary as ever of new 
proposals surfacing, whether for sources of 
revenue or for distribution. The value-added 
tax, for instance, which the President is 
contemplating as a stop-gap to avoid re­
form of the federal income tax, is a regres­
sive tax which will be borne by consumers, 
not corporations. The Advisory Committee 
on Intergovernmental Relations is supposed 
to be lo.:>king into ways to counteract the 
regressive nature of this tax, but past ex­
perience indicates that one should not ac­
cept administrative proposals on faith alone. 
Warden has pointed out that one interest:. 
ing by-product of the current discussions 
of the current discussions of the VAT may 
.well be removal of educational legislation 
from the traditional Senate and House com­
mittees to the far less sympathetic Ways and 
M.eans or Finance committees.<t 

INNOVATIONS 

For many concerned with the abysmal 
.state . of the public schools, hope seems to 
·lie in one or another of the many new 
.schemes for classroom or sohool reform. But 
frequently they pose more questions than 
·answers. What about alternative schools? 
How does one distinguish among them? What 
.evidence is there they provide the skills and 
the education needed to allow Blacks and 
other minorities to determine their own fu­
ture options? Even more important, what 
are the sources of funding or financial sup­
port for these alternatives? Must they always 
operate on "soft money," while the bulk of 
tax revenues continue to flow to schools 
which have demonstrated their inability to 
educate, even in the most rudimentary way? 
Will these alternatives become convenient 
dumping grounds and enclaves for students, 
mostly Blacks, whom existing public schools 
have neither the skills nor the inclination 
to deal with on a regular basis? 

A critical danger is the possible use of 
poor black children as "guinea pigs," par­
ticularly when the experiment is really meant 
to alleviate the private hang-ups of a few 
individuals. Informal classrooms, for in­
stance, are almost everywhere touted as the 
lastest panacea for a host of educational 
woes. Like the little girl in the old nursery 
rhyme, when they are good, they are very, 
very good; but when they are bad, they are 
hon-id. Informality, grooviness, and all the 
rest may become convenient covers for slop­
piness and a general lowering standards. 
They mask the hard reality that nothing 
worthwhile, least of all a good education, is 
gained without discipline and hard work and 
while such innovations may in the short­
run make schools happier pla-ces for some 
children, in the long run they may well be­
come a new form of patronizing put-down: 
these kids aren't really capable of serious 
elfort; so make sure they have fun. 

Arthur Pearl, in his excellent article on 
the new informalism which appeared in 
Social Policy about a year ago, punctures 
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many of the balloons blown up by the in­
formality advocates.5 He does not deny that 
rigidity or irrelevance or coercion commonly 
characterize many public schools; but he 
cannot buy the prescription of those who 
would simply throw up their hands, turn 
schools over to kids, and abandon adult re­
sponsibil1ty for leadership, guidance and 
teaching. The fact that some curricula are 
irrelevant, does not lead him, he says, to the 
conclusion that he cannot identify relevance 
and teach it. To quote Dr. Pearl: "There is 
a body of knowledge to be taught and a posi­
tion to be taken through it, and supported 
by it, against parochialism, against poverty 
and misery." a 

Equally damaging is the kind of rhetoric 
heard from some who try to persuade youth 
that some subjects are somehow foreign to 
black soul. Efforts to inculcate pride in black 
identity, to teach a more honest version of 
history, to recognize the drama and grandeur 
of the African past, are laudable and neces­
sary as an antidote to years of dishonesty 
and racism and methodical suppression of 
ethnic identity and self-respect. But the 
needs of the black community for lawyers, 
doctors, engineers, planne,rs, scientists and 
educators will not be met by young people, 
regardless of how committed they are to 
black development, who are not learning 
political science and chemistry and physics. 

And finally,. consider "de-schooling." What 
does that term mean to Blacks and other 
minorities2 They have already been de­
schooled, deprived, de-motivated and, too 
often, dehumanized by the existing educa­
tional system. They don't need another ve­
hicle to do to them better what too many 
educational institutions have already done 
very well indeed through the years. 

Besides, this is a credentialed society, re­
quiring diplomas, certificates, degrees and 
other stamps of approval to enter most of 
the more powerful and lucrative positions. 
While many of thes.e credentials. are mean­
ingles.s in the more important ways. or un­
necess.arily difficult to obtain, few can afford 
the luxury of ignoring them even while ef­
forts. to modify them are intens.ified. Blacks 
and other minorities don't need to invent 
new ways. to be kept out of the s.ys.tem; that 
has been done for them by others. who were 
experts.. They want in, not out. 

A more pragmatic way to attack the prob­
lem of non-education and inferior educa­
tion is to force those ins.titutions. charged 
with the res.pons.ibility for educating to do 
jus.t that: educate children and youth or 
get out of the way so others. can get about 
their bus.iness.. One should not be deceived 
by the new symbolic crus.ades. Eternal vigi­
lance is ess.ential if the poor and minorities 
are to avoid becoming victims. of the diver­
sions. and blind alleys they have endured so 
long. White folks. aren't about to pay for their 
education out of the goodnes.s. of their 
hearts. True educational equality s.hould be 
argued and fought for, not as. a favor or a 
sop, but as a sound investment in a healthy 
and viable society. 

When appropriate courses of study and 
methods. and techniques. for black s.tudents. 
are being debated, it might be well to exa­
mine more clos.ely the examples. s.et by many 
black colleges. Through the years, thes.e in­
stitutions.-starved for funds., s.truggling for 
s.urvival, bes.ieged on all sides by hos.tile, 
racis.t whites. who wanted to keep Blacks 
ignorant and uneducated-took the products. 
of inferior, segregated southern and north­
ern s.chools. and turned them into competent 
profes.sionals and outstanding leaders. One of 
the reasons Blacks have been able to develop 
leaders in many fields is becaus.e thes.e insti­
tutions. existed. Unfortunately, Chicanos, 
Puerto Ricans. and Indians had no such in­
.stitutions in this country. 

Footnotes. at end of article. 

An innovation which has received far less 
publicity than some others, however, is one 
with extremely dangerous implications: the 
use of drugs to control the behavior of chil­
dren in the classroom. Nat Hentoff, writing 
in the Village Voice, has produced a fright­
ening indictment of the collusion among 
drug companies, doctors employed by school 
systems, and teachers.7 Although only about 
100 pediatric psychiatrists in the country 
are qualified to diagnose and treat the mini­
mal brain dysfunction known as hyper­
kinesis, for which certain drugs have, in 
fact, proved helpful, preliminary investiga­
tion has revealed that thousands of school 
children have been placed on a regime of be­
havior modification drugs, without proper 
testing, without careful monitoring, and 
often in total disregard of parental concern 
and opposition. It should not be necessary 
to point out that the victims are frequently 
children of the poor and the powerless. Rent­
off comments: "The so-called 'divergent be­
havior' is a desperate reaction to teachers 
and ·administrators who don't know what to 
do with kids who do not fall into their 'spe­
cial ideology about discipline.' Unwilling to 
recognize their own deficiencies as educators, 
these school personnel, in alliance with some 
phys.icians, turn to drugging children as the 
'easy' way to solve their own problems in a 
classroom." s 

The proposals for innovation, for reform, 
for change are apparently endles.s in their 
variety. Some may be well-intentioned, but 
poorly conceived and executed. Some may 
cos.t so much that they can reach at best 
only a minute proportion of the children 
who would benefit from them. Some, like 
the drug therapy described above, may be 
actually malevolent and harmful to chil­
dren. As with schemes for reform of educa­
tional finance, wariness and careful analysis 
should precede endorsement. 

POLITICS 

Another subject we mus.t examine care­
fully 1S the politics of schools and education. 
The educational system of any country is 
one of the primary means of socialization for 
its citizens. Any society will attempt to in­
culcate within its citizens. the basic values, 
philosophy, beliefs and traditions of the so­
ciety through its schools, along with other 
institutions..9 Community control of the 
schools is inevitably, then, like other school­
related problems, an issue which is political 
in natc:re. 

Community control is a topic which has 
upset educators all over the country, largely 
because of the potential ramifications of the 
New York City controversy of several years 
ago. It might be pointed out in passing that 
here is another interesting example-like 
busing-of American doublethink.. When 
whites dema-::d community control, it is re­
garded as. logical, normal and appropriate. In 
fact, they don't need to demand it, because 
they nave always had it! But once Blacks 
begin tc- talk about control, blood pressures 
sky-rocket, eyes bulge and people begin to 
see some dark devious plot being concocted 
by militants and revolutionaries. Derrick Bell 
of Harvard University Law School has put 
the iss.ue in proper perspective. "The essence 
of community control,'' Bell says, "is the 
sens.e of parents that they can and do in­
fluence policy-making in their children's 
school in ways beneficial to their children. 

"Parents in highly regarded suburban 
school communities have this sense, and in 
varying degrees, teachers and administra­
tors in those schools convey and under­
standing that their job succes.s depends on 
satisfying not the board or union but the 
parents whose children are enrolled in the 
school." 1<l Or as John Smith of Howard 
University said more succinctly: "White 
schools are not 'better' because whites are 
superior, but because those responsible are 
required to act responsibly." n 

Community control is clearly an under­
standable and worthwhile item on the Black 
educational agenda. The systematic favorit­
ism for whites and planned inferiority for 
Blacks is too well documented to bear repeat­
ing. But when Black parents, driven to des­
peration by the continued refusal or inability 
of white-controlled school systems to educate 
their youngsters, talked about taking over, 
the attempts to suppress or subvert com­
munity control began. In Detroit a.nd New 
York, where state-mandated redistricting 
and local boards have been established, the 
results have not given disenfranchised 
Blacks much to cheer about. 

Marilyn Gittell, one of this country's major 
analysts. of educational politics, sums up the 
problem by saying that "mere election of 
local boards is not a guarantee of a redis­
tribution of power." She notes that profes­
sionals have seen to it that bounda.J"ies and 
election procedures were such as to assure 
continued control by the old forces; that in 
any case, organized groups--even those such 
as parochial parents with no direct interest 
in the public schools-are favored; a.nd that 
local boards are limited to dealing with "at 
best minor housekeeping arrangements." 12 

Barbara Sizemore's analysis of the Chicago 
Woodlawn School leads to similar conclu­
sions: there the community board was. simply 
an advisory group, recommending policies, 
not controlling much of a~ything.13 

The critical issue, of course, in any discus­
sion of community control is the definition 

' of control. Is control simply a meaningless 
term whereby the downtown administration 
can keep the slaves content, a formula with­
out substance, a device for decentralization 
of systems too massive for coherent govern­
ance? Control should mean power, nasty as 
that word may be: power to make decisions. 
about staff and curriculum, and to make 
those decisions stick. Control means money 
to implement new programs, build buildings, 
hire personnel. Without power, without 
money, control is a fraudulent, empty slogan. 
It is crucial to deal with reality, not rhetoric. 

Philip Meranto, who has noted With in­
terest the paucity of political analyses of 
school governance, concludes that the only 
hope for rejuvenating urban school systems 
lies in greater Black representation in both 
legislative bodies and in school administra­
tion. "Only if Blacks are at least modernately 
successful in winning these battles wm the 
quality of education· in American cities be 
measurably improved," he writes. "The im­
mediate past has demonstrated that the 
quality of education available to groups in 
American s.ociety is not unrelated to the poli­
tical power of the various groups." 1• 

The fact that Blacks have already become 
a majority in many cities (if not in the 
general population, certainly in the school 
population) argues for operation of the 
school system for the benefit of :Black chil­
dren. But merely because Blacks become a 
majority is no guarantee that things will 
improve. Financial support for basic serv­
ices-education, transportation, welfare, 
housing-is slowly but surely being shllfted 
from the local level to state and federal 
government. 

As Blacks and other minorities approach 
or become the majority in urban areas, 
gerrymandering of political boundaJries and 
metropolitan schemes proliferate in t-ranspar­
ent attempts to dilute or deny political rep­
resentation, once again, to these historically 
disenfranchised and powerless g,roups. There 
are other developments occurring which may 
well undercut any kind of meaningful com­
munity control. In New York State. for ill­
stance, the NEA and UFT have united to 
form one monolithic teachers organization. 
If dealing with the union in New York City 
was an impossible task for local boards, how 
can Blacks and other minorities hope tone­
gotiate and deal with a statewide organiza­
tion of over 200,000 members.1s 
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And it doesn't stop with teacher organiza­

tions. Increasingly there are calls for re­
gional or interstate plans and programs­
and no one can deny the need or good sense 
behind such appeals for transcending arti­
ficial boundaries. The problems of transpor­
tation or air pollution. certainly do not re­
spect political divisions. But what must be 
understood is that community control, in 
and of itself, may play itself out as another 
hoax on minority groups. Even assuming 
that they were able to get themselves to­
gether-organized, united, articulate-as a 
community or even city-wide group, what 
good would that do, if the action has moved 
to a higher level of government or if the re­
sources are so pitifully few that nothing 
much can be accomplished anyway. One may 
be promoted from clerk to president of the 
bank, but the plush office will be a meaning­
less symbol if all of the depositors have 
~en their money and gone elseWhere. 

Blacks and other minorities all have a lot 
to learn from participation in the decision­
making process. Competence in governance­
no more than in any other field-does not 
come overnight, and it may well be as some, 
Including Barbara Sizemore,1a have argued, 
that Blacks are still at a stage in their de-

. velopment as a people where separatism is 
a healthy and necessary phenomenon. But 
they must beware of still another rip-off. 
l'he question of community control requires 

· caution, and eyes wide open to see what is 
being controlled and what resources are 
available to make the control effective. 

In the Brown decision of 1954, separate 
schools were declared inherently unequal. 
Documentation of the inequalities had been 
provided by Bond, Caliver and others.17 Sex­
ton and Wise,18 among others, have shown 
that schools serving the poor outside the 
south also received an unequal share of the 
resources of all kinds. What happened after 
1954, however, was that many people, both 
black and white, assumed that mixing Black 
and white children in schools and class­
rooms would magically provide quality edu­
cation. Few people confronted the hard real­
ities of what quality education meant or 
would cost. Few dealt with the reality of 
racist teachers and administrators, rigid or­
ganizational arrangements, harsh disciplin­
ary procedures unequally applied an~ the 
psychological violence visited upon Black 

. children who would be bused to newly de­

. segregateq schools. Segregated schools had 
· proved damaging, but the pain and anger 
. of desegregated schools has been no less 
. damaging in too many cases. 

Samuel Etheridge, the National Education 
Association's director for teacher rights, has 
documented and publicized the scandalous 
treatment of Black teachers and principals 

.in the South during this period of desegre­
gation.19 In the school year just past, Ethe:. 
rlclge reports that 4207 Black educators were 
dismissed, demoted, assigned out of field or 
unsatisfactorily placed in five southern 
states. Needless to say, .the horror did not 
end there. Students have also suffered their 
share of the penalties. 

Literally thousands have been expelled, 
thrown out, physically brutalized and psy­
chologically assaulted. A survey which cov­
ered less than ten per cent of all the school 
districts in the eleven Southern states un­
covered these figures; 12,638 students sus­
pended; 2,470 students arrested, and 22,978 
students out of school for some reasons or 
other, including expulsion. Intimidation, 
violence and even murder has attended the 
Southern way of life. And yet there are other 
instances in which young people of both 
races have been able, with wise and patient 
adult guidance, to explore their misconcep­
tions and fears and frustrations together, and 
to move on to respect and friendship, putting 
their elders to shame. 

Foortnotes at end of article. 

The fact that Black school children and 
teachers are being systematically repressed 
or impoverished is not news. But when such 
developments occur as the consequence of 

· implementing a goal-desegregation or inte­
gration-for which people have fought and 
died, it is depressing and alarming in the 
extreme. That many Blacks have turned 
away from the unequal struggle and begun 
to advocate separatism may be ironic, may 

· seem a contradiction of much that has gone 
before, but it should hardly be viewed as 
a surprising development by the press or any­
one else. 

Black people didn't invent or create two 
separate societies. It was the Kerner Com­
mission which warne~ of a polarized society, 
separate and unequal.:!O What can one expect 
when oppressed Blacks and other minorities 
watch their children emerge from school 
uneducated, unequipped and psychologically 
damaged. Tracking, testing, counseling, and 
guidance contribute to this and are viewed 
as means of keeping Black folks ignorant. 
Is it any wonder that people begin to say 
they will use any means necessary to see 
that their children are no longer dehuman­
ized? 

Yet understandable as these reactions may 
be, the focus must always be clearly on qual­
ity education. If that can be provided in 
desegregated or integrated schools, good. 
But--given the reality of housing patterns 
and the intransigent opposition to busing­
it may wen have to be provided, for many 
youngsters in the foreseeable future, in all­
black schools. In either case, the ultimate 
goal must continue to be a truly open so­
ciety, an open society in which all people 
can choose from among many options. 
Blacks have been fighting for options for 
more than 300 years; hundreds of thousands 
have given their lives in the struggle. 
Whether Blacks want their children in de­
segregated or integrated schools, they must 
have that right. This country "\Vas built in 
no small part by the sweat, blood and brains 
of Blacks. It is as much their country as 
other more favored groups, and they are en­
titled to all the rights, privileges and options 
available to the most favored of its citizens. 

As Vernon Jordan and others have noted,21 

this period seems to be the end of the second 
reconstruction. The potential for violence 
~d destruction which are building up in 
this country is no less than terrifying, not 
least because it is condoned, if not actually 
led, by the top executive leadership in the 
federal government. If the policies of this 
administration are not evil, they are at best 
stupid and shortsigbted. This administration 
seems to have far more confidence than is 
warranted by history and the experience of 
human nature that "benign neglect" in ra­
cial conflict will somehow serve to appease 
white racists into a more broad-minded out­
look. Apparently it has not yet learned that 
the quest for self-aggrandizement at the ex­
pense of other "inferior peoples" is an appe­
tite which is never satisfied. Has the lesson 
of Nazis Germany been forgotten so quickly? 

As early as February 197022 a top Presiden­
tial advisor was propounding the theory that 
the ship of integration had gone down and 
that the President would do wen to disassoci­
ate himself, before it cost him more votes, 
from a struggle which was bound to fail. It 
seems obvious that he has taken that advice. 
Thousands of citizens, black and white alike, 
have agonized and worked toward the goal of 
equal opportunity, recognizing that their 
common safety and health-to say nothing 
of the moral and Constitutional obligation­
required no less. Now they are confronted by 
the stunning and sorry spectacle of a leader 
who panders to the worst elements in the 
individual or collective American mentality, 
and inflames racist and selfish desires or 
fears in a classically demagogic bid for re­
election. The President has talked a great 
deal about honor in recent years, but it is 
extremely difficult to comprehend how-he de­
fines it. By submitting Constitutional safe-

guards to pop·ular vote? Undercutting the 
duty of the Supreme Court to protect the 
Constitutional rights of minorities? Propos­
ing legislation which would return this na­
tion not simply to the thinking of Plessy vs. 
Ferguson, but even further back to the con­
cept expressed in the Dred Scott decision : 
" ... (Negroes are) altogether unfit t o associ­
ate with the white race ... and so far inferior 
they (have) no rights which the whit e man 
(is) bound to respect .... " 

The nation needs people who, in view of 
these disheartening and frightening devel­
opments, are committed to firm and vigilant 
pursuit of an open society, including the de­
segregation of the schools and the means to 
make desegregation possible. This is not to 
ignore the fact that many schools are now, 
and will continue to be, all or almost all 
black: the children in those schools cannot 
be penalized any longer for an accident of 
geography. But there are exa.mples of excel­
lent black schools from which to learn. The 
goal remains: a national educational system 
in which black and white and indeed all chil­
dren will learn from one another, and in spite 
of one another, what life in a world of di­
versity and change is all about. 

HIGHER EDUCATION 

Equally serious problems face Blacks who 
wish to obtain undergraduate, graduate or 
professional training. But first, the topic of 
higher education for Blacks should be placed 
in historical perspective. For many years, of 
course, black colleges comprised virtually the 
sole means for Blacks intent on obtaining 
post-secondary education. Indeed, as late as 
1968, almost 80% of the baccalaureate degrees 
awarded black students were granted by 
black colleges, and almost 50% of the grad­
uates or professional degrees.!lS Earl McGrath 
emphasizes, in the initial pages of his study 
of Negro colleges, that if young black people 
are "to receive any higher education, the in­
stitutions now primarily serving Negroes 
must, for a considerable span of years, pro­
vide it."ll~> 

People may argue, as they do, about wheth­
er these colleges were founded to assist newly 
freed blacks assume their rightful role in a 
free society or to reinforce segregation and 
subservience. The fact remains that black 
colleges have performed heroically in provid· 

. ing education for generations of black peo­
ple and that they have done so in the face of 
overwhelming odds against their very sur­
vival. To-this day, they have been starved for 
funds-and have, therefore, had poor facil1-
ties and low salaries. They have had to en­
gage in enormous amounts of remedial work 

. because many of their students came from 
schools organized around planned inferiority 
and academic deprivation. And make no mis­
take about it: it was planned, overtly in the 
dual school system in the South and covertly 
in the ghettos of the North. The deliberate 
design has been alluded to and documented 
by such diverse writers as Ambrose Caliver, 
Horace Mann Bond, Henry Allen Bullock and 
in the monumental work of Gunnar Myrdal.25 
Dubois, again the visioria.ry, said years ago 
that: 

"The Negro Race, like all races, is going 
to be served by its exceptional men .... Now 
the training of men is a difficult and intri­
cate task. Its technique is a matter for edu­
cational experts, but its object is for the vi­
sion of seers. If we make money the object of 
man-training, we shall develop money-mak­
ers, but not necessarily men; if we make tech­
nical skill the object of education, we may 
possess artisans but not, in nature, men," 26 

But m.ost whites, especially the philan­
thropists, were not interested in the training 
of "men" and thus a tragic cycle was 
initiated. 

Student s in black colleges and even the 
alumni have rarely been in a position to 
support them. through high tuitions or gen­
erous bequests . Financial weakness in the 
colleges and lack of demand for trained 
Blacks in a segregated and discriminatory so-
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ciety combined to limit their offerings to 
"'safe" fields, like education, social work and 
religion. Even the few professional schools 
were limited to providing training for those 
careers which could be pursued in the black 
community: medicine, law, theology. The 
tragic cycle was repeated over and over: am­
bitious young blacks had no opportunity to 
study advanced science or business adminis­
tration, and the white graduate schools or 
employers were provided with an easy "out" 
for their lack of black students or employ­
ees. But regardless of their crushing prob­
lems, black colleges did and continue to 
provide the vast majority of educated black 
leaders. From their alumni have come not 
only the well-known spokesman for the 
whole spectrum of black consciousness, but 
also the quiet supporters for the thousand­
and-one projects and programs attempting to 
gain freedom, opportunity and power for 
black people. 

Look at what black institutions have done, 
for instance, in providing professional train­
ing. Now it is quite clear that Blacks are 
still under-requested in all the higher pro­
fessions. For instance, only two percent of 
this country's practicing physicians are 
black. The proportion of attorneys is ex­
tremely unequal: one for every 750 whites, 
but only one black attorney for every 5,000 
blacks. The story is similar for other post­
baccalaureate programs: only 1.72 percent 
of graduate enrollment is black, and of all 
the Ph.D.'s granted between 1964 and 1968, 
only .78 percent went to Blacks. But without 
Meharry and Howard, the record would be 
unimaginably worse. These two are still pro­
viding the vast majority of black doctors 
and dentists. The Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education reports that "in 1968-69, 
out of 35,000 M.D. candidates in the nation, 
393 were at Howard and 269 at Meharry. Less 
than 1 percent of the students in other med­
ical schools were black ... out of 15,408 den­
tal students enrolled, 136 were at Meharry 
and 310 were at Howard. Only 21 of the 59 
dental schools, other than Howard and Me­
harry, had any black students and most of 
these had only one.'' 27 Desp:te the fact that 
these figures are beyond dispute, at a recent 
social event one of the affluent white "lib­
erals" present refused to accept their va­
lidity. He offered no refutation other than 
his contention they were inaccurate! He 
could not accept the fact that in the 1970's 
black institutions were still carrying the 
major burden of providing black profession­
als in law, medicine and dentistry, not to 
mention basic undergraduate education for 
Blacks. 

While the gallant efforts and real suc­
cesses of the black colleges in the past 
should be appreciated and receive endorse­
ment, it must be noted that the desegrega­
tion gradually taking place in higher edu­
cation has its price. For instance, the inte­
gration of institutions which were formally 
predominantly- black poses the danger of 
reducing rather than expanding access of 
black youth to higher education. The Car­
negie Commission says this, for instance: 

Among historically black colleges, three 
recently reported that more than 50 percent 
of their students were white: Bluefield State 
College, 69 percent white; West Virginia 
State College: 73.3 percent white; and Lin­
coln University, Missouri, 50.8 percent 
white." 28 

Similarly, Maryland State College became 
part of the University of Maryland, and nine 
predominantly Negro junior colleges in 
Florida were closed in order to integrate 
their students into white junior colleges. 
Before one can determine whether these in­
tegration efforts represents advancements 
of the black cause, he should inquire what 
happened to the black young people who 
might have gone to Bluefield State or to 
Lincoln University, Missouri. Were oppor-

Footnotes at end of article. 

tunities available to them in predominantly 
white colleges? 

The "black brain drain" is another cause 
for concern. The scrambling by many sec­
tors of society for black students and pro­
fessionals is certainly a refreshing change: 
but one must guard against satisfaction with 
mere tokenism. The recruitment of topnotch 
students or professors from black colleges 
to white ones may represent a net loss, not 
gain. The installation of a Black as a special 
assistant in an otherwise white office is too 
frequently windowdressing at best, and at 
worse may serve as an excuse for avoiding 
the need for basic institutional change to 
meet the needs of the black community. 
The days for basking in the reflected glory 
of the achievements of one or two have long 
since gone: opportunity must be available 
to every one. 

As recently as 1969, more than six percent 
of the white population (25 years or older) 
had graduated from college, as opposed to 
only three percent of the Blacks. More than 
half the white population of this country had 
at least a high school diploma, but less than 
one third of the black population had grad­
uated from high school.21l Has there been an 
improvement in this situation? It's hard to 
say. Figures on current enrollment of Blacks 
in colleges and universities vary from a high 
of 484,000 reported (1970) by the Census Bu­
reau to a low 356,836, reported by the HEW 
Office of Civil Rights. One can only speculate 
about the disputed 125,000 bodies. Indeed, 
Elias Blake, in his paper prepared for the 
National Policy Conference on Education for 
Blacks last April, states "Despite all the pub­
licity on increases, no studies of any compre­
hensive nature exist with solid answers to 
these questions .. .'' 30 (i.e., of how many 
blacks are enrolled, in what kind of programs, 
leading to what). Equally mystifying is the 
exact proportion of Black youngsters in pre­
dominantly black colleges or in predominant­
ly white, be they private or state-supported. 
The Southern Education Reporting Service 
conducted a survey of the 100 state univer­
sities and land-grant colleges, and found that 
(with the exception of these institutions 
which were originally all :Jlack) the percent­
age of black students ranged from a high of 
not quite 3% in institutions in the Midwest 
to a low of less than 1 ¥:! in the Far West.31 

It is not just mathematical inaptitude that 
makes one suspicious of figures: it is the all­
too-common phenomenon of non-existent, 
scrappy or inconsistent data which, in this 
age of computers, is hard to understand or 
excuse. But of course it should not be nec­
essary to note that even if there were an 
accurate clear picture of black student en­
rollment, one would still need to ask the even 
more important questions about quality and 
productivity. 

The efforts of some colleges and universi­
ties to expand access to higher education to 
minority youth have been lauded by a few, 
but they have triggered anxiety and outright 
opposition among many more, including the 
Vice President. The late Whitney Young, Jr. 
and Erman Hogan provided an excellent re­
sponse to those who, "when they grumble 
about 'lower standards' are really using code 
terms for keeping blacks out.'' They write: 
". • . it has been clearly demonstrated that 
now traditional terms of admission predict 
little or nothing about what a minority stu­
dent will do in college or about his pot~ntial 
after graduation. At the same time, it has 
been clearly shown that lack of motivation 
is not a problem where genuine opportunity 
exists; academic skills can be acquired; and 
persons once thought uneducable at the col­
lege level, based on high school records, Col­
lege Board test scores, and cut-off points, are 
now succeeding in their studies. • . . The 
best way of determining whether a potential 
student is capable of college work is to admit 
him to college and evaluate his performance 
there.''32 

Open admissions, like so many other highly 
publicized new programs, cannot be regarded 

as the solution to the disproportionate repre­
sentation of minorities and the poor in 
higher education. Indeed, some serious ques­
tions must b.: raised about certain programs 
which permit students to enter but do not 
provide the supportive services, counseling, 
remediation or financial backing which will 
make it possible for ~hem. to remain. Simi­
larly, the proliferating community colleges 
must be carefully watched to see whether, 
as has been charged by some,aa they are in 
part becoming a convenient device to screen 
out applicants for the universities and direct 
them into lower-status and even dead-end 
jobs. 

The enormous expense of a college edu­
cation is · well-known, and cost alone will 
continue to bar the college door to many 
aspiring poor youngsters whose famllies are 
totally unequipped to help them. It is doubt­
ful that, even with the emergence of new 
Federal aid to higher education, this country 
has yet made a commitment to ensuring that 
all its talented young people, regardle.ss of 
their social or economic circumstances, will 
have an opportunity to engage in advanced 
study. 

Even if adequate financial support were 
assured, very serious problems remain. The 
pressure on black students, particularly on 
the recently desegregated campuses, are ex­
tremely severe. Too many black youngsters, 
unfortunately, are confused, misled, and fi­
nally demoralized by self-proclaimed leaders 
who subsist on an ideology or program based 
on half-truths and a single strategy. Trying 
frantically to get their bearings, these young­
sters have few opportunities to obtain sym­
pathetic and sane advice and examples, and 
they fall prey to fools and charlatans. One 
black college president tells of looking out 
his window late one night to see one of his 
better students tearing up the grass on the 
college green. When the student was invited 
in and asked what he was doing, he replied: 
"I'm planting food to feed all the hungry 
brothers and sisters." Whether that particular 
trip was caused by drugs or something else 
is beside the point. What matters is that 
some of the brightest young people today are 
being bombarded with false information, 
conflicting theories and misleading signals 
without any corresponding method for eval-

. uating them or sorting them out. 
A very disturbing development on some 

predominantly white campuses is the estab­
lishment of special colleges for open admis­
sions students, Blacks, Chicanos and Puerto 
Ricans. These colleges are separate, iden­
tifiable and often run by Blacks and other 
minorities. But if these colleges become the 
repositories for all of the disenfranchised 
and oppressed, what of their future? How 
much money will be available for them 
when Blacks, Chicanos and Puerto Ricans 
go out of style? What about the respon­
sibility of existing departments and col­
leges to change their staffing patterns and 
curricula? Permitting or encouraging such 
separatism may become a part of the new 
racism: give them their thing and let them 
do it; we will be done with them, and good 
riddance. If quality is not establlshed and 
maintained, if staff is not competent and 
committed, if skills and education are not 
directed to careers of the future, Blacks 
and other minorities will soon realize that 
they have been had, put in a trick bag once 
again, and ripped off in the name of prog­
ress. 

Art Thomas, Director of the Center for 
the Study of Student Rights and Respon­
sibilities, summed up the challenge, facing 
Blacks concerned about young people. 
"Black people have to realize," he said, 
"that one white dude can come into an 
audience of 2,000 Black people and act like 
he's in the majority. That's a very powerful 
thing, when a white racist society has con­
ditioned a white dude to believe he is supe­
rior, to act like he's in the majority even 
when he's in the minority. Black people, if 
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we are going to survive, have to develop 
wtcntn our children the beltef that they 
are beautiful, that they are brllltant, and 
that they can do anything they make up 
their minds to do. I! we can educate our 
children at an early age to believe in them­
selves, the question of integration or sepa­
ratism will not be important because of 
Black pride. When you can put one Black 
child in a school with one thousand white 
children, and he knows he is powerful, that 
he is brilliant, then the thousand white 
children will not affect his confidence. By 
the same token, you can have one thousand 
Black students in a school together who 
live, trust, and respect each other, and they 
will know that they are together and can 
accomplish anything they set out to 
accomplish." M 

Learning how to deal with overt and covert 
racism may be depressing, frustrating and 
difficult in the extreme. But it is an essential 
part of the educational experience for all 
minority young people. If they are to deal 
effectively with whites in later life, as they 
must, they might as well begin on the cam­
puses. They cannot do so by retreating to the 
musory havens promised by separate courses 
of study, dormitories or other exclusive mi­
nority programs. Harold Curse, that percep­
tive and biting critic of the Black intelligen­
tsia, lays bare the hollowness of much of the 
separatist rhetoric. "The Negro intellectual," 
he writes, "must deal intimately with the 
white power structure and cultural appara­
tus, and the inner realities of the Black world 
at one and the same time . . . he cannot be 
absolutely separated from either the Black 
or white world." 35 Calling on radical Blacks 
to develop "a social theory based on the liv­
ing ingredients of Afro-American history," 36 

he accuses them of disdaining profound theo­
retical and scientific examination of histori­
cal in favor of "passion, emotionalism and 
prejudice." :rr But while they are caught up 
this fervor, he warns, the white power struc­
ture will be busy doing their theory and prac­
tice for them. as 

Even earlier, W. E. B. DuBois had defined 
the Black situation: "Once and for all," he 
wrote, "let us realize that we are Americans, 
that we were brought here with the earliest 
settlers and that the very sort of civilization 
from which we came made the complete ab­
sorption of Western modes and customs im­
perative if we were to survive at all; in brief, 
there is nothing so indigenous, so completely 
'made in America' as we." a~~ And Imamu Ba­
raka, st111 known to many as Leroi Jones, 
adds: "The paradox of the Negro experience 
in America is that it is a separate experience 
but inseparable from the complete fabric 
of American life ... In a sense, history for 
the Negro before America must remain an 
emotional abstraction." iO Such words are 
sobering but much-needed as restraints to 
those who are tempted, however understand­
ably, to escape into an all-black world. 

Education is a complex topic: almost every 
issue raised in these few brief pages-and 
many others to which no reference has been 
made here-could well become the sole topic 
of an article, a chapter, even a book. Exactly 
because of this complexity, it is always 
tempting to put on blinkers, to focus too nar­
rowly on an immediate problem, to ignore 
the annoying ramifications of events in tan­
gential fields. But simpllstic analysis, sim­
plistic solutions, will not do. Equal oppor­
tunity in education will not become a real­
ity overnight--even if funding increases dras­
tically, even if the busing question is equita­
bly resolved, even if teacher training is im­
proved, even if admio;sion to college is guar­
anteed to all who wish to apply. Suffice it 
to say there is work to be done, and work 
enough for everyone who seeks to forward 
the twin causes of quality and equality. 

Peter Drucker has some astute comments 
on the current educational crisis: "The 
school is not in crises just because it is sud­
denly doing worse. Today's school does no 

poorer a job than it did y~sterday; the school 
has simply done a terribly poor job all along. 
But what we tolerated in the past we no 
longer can tolerate ••. Rather the school 
has suddenly assumed such importance for 
the individual, for the community, for the 
economy, and for society, that we cannot suf­
fer the traditional, time-honored incompe­
tence of the educational system ... Today, 
access to careers, to most opportunities, and 
to education is through the school. We ex­
pect of the school-arid it is a new expecta­
tion that no school has met before-that 
most if not all students wlll really learn 
something ... We expect a person to find 
in school his basic experiences and the 
knowledge foundation for his life ... (we) 
depend on the diploma, so we rightly demand 
that the schools perform better.'' !1 

But the clouds of racism and reaction to 
earlier gains are gathering and · loom omi­
nously over any discussion about improving 
education. Those who have read Sam Yette's 
book, The Choice,42 whether they agree with 
him or not, will have some notion of the pos­
sible dimensions of the storm. What, for in­
stance, of recent judicial decisions, such as 
the Supreme Court's action in permitting 
juries to reach majority, rather than unani­
mous verdicts in cases tried in state courts? 
Or its upholding of the rights of private 
clubs to maintain restrictive practices, even 
while they operate under liquor licenses 
granted by the state? 

What of the psychologists and others who 
suggest reconsideration of theories of genetic 
inferiority or predict an increasing role for 
an elite meritqcracy? What of the social 
analysts who depict the "pathological" con­
dition of the Black family, or intimate that 
a certain segment of society is destined (one 
can almost hear "predetermined") to remain 
in squalor or ignorance? What of the con­
solidation of power by organizations who op­
pose participation by the less powerful, who 
care nothing for the views of poor or minority 
groups and communities? None of these de­
velopments is h·relevant to the concerns of 
those who wish to improve education and 
increase opportunity. 

Yet first on the educational agenda must 
always be the definition and redefinition of 
what is meant by "quality." Faddists and 
·hucksters are ever eager to sell panaceas, to 
advocate the substitution of "pop" Shake­
speare for the genuine article, to substitute 
grooviness for hard work and discipline (or, 
as someone has felicitously put it, to "grant 
absolution even where none was sought"). 
There is no substitute for exposure to the 
riches of the past-not only the African or 
the Spanish past, but the entire range of 
thinkers and civilizations. Only thus will the 
young be instructed in their human poten­
tial, even while they learn to moderate the 
arrogant pretensions of so much modern 
ideology. 

Good education depends, too, on exposure 
to adults-not simply teachers, but many 
adults who will counsel, encourage, advo­
cate-adults who provide models of commit­
ment and of integrity by living out in their 
own lives what they presume to teach young 
people. And quality education demands the 
provision of many options, alternatives and 
choices. It is-or should be-well known by 
now that learning is a life-long process which 
varies in rate and style from one individual 
to another. Yet one unfortunate consequence 
of universalizing education has been the 
equation of learning with school, as well as 
the subjugation of natural curiosity and in­
terest to "professionally" defined standards 
of progress and behavior and attitude in the 
classroom. 

Despite the confusion, dislocation and tur­
bulent change which will continue to impede 
the halting progress of this society toward 
realization of its dream, there is some hope. 
The current liberation movements-Black, 
female or youth-may prove capable of lib· 
erating everyone from the bitter residue of 

past failure and present fear. The demands, 
for instance, being made by many Blacks­
for quality education, for accountability by 
teachers, for full funding, for desegregation­
are not narrow and self-serving. They are 
needed by all segments of society, and all seg­
ments of society-rich, poor, black, white­
will benefit if they are met. 

But it wlll not be easy, in a time of bitter .. 
ness and frustration, to remember to con­
vince others that the cause belongs to every­
one. The most important things for Blacks 
to remember is that the struggle is about 
survival as human beings. In these difilcult 
days and in the more difficult tomorrows, the 
temptation to strike out at each other for 
perc.eived differences in tactics and strategy 
will bear heavily upon them. It is imperative 
that they resist and actively oppose such 
tendencies in themselves and in others. 
Neither pointless violence nor abject sur­
render will serve, nor will idolizing or ro­
manticizing of Black leaders. 

"Malcolm X," writes a perceptive member 
of the Institute of the Black World, "became 
in his lifetime the quintessence of a free 
man ..•. If we are serious about the funda­
mental personal and structural chan-ges 
which are necessary for Black people to live, 
then we cannot fall to take Malcolm as our 
model. In saying that, we are not focusing 
here on a specific political methodology for 
change. Malcolm is the prime zx~:~.mple of 
what we must do if we want to prepare 
ourselves, not only for the struggle for 
freedom, but for the possibilities inherent 
in freedom itself. Malcolm's crucial deci­
sion, as a member of an oppressed people, 
was to refuse to accept the limitations im­
posed on him by the conditions of oppres­
sion. . . . The willingness to expose one's 
life to the merciless glare of truth and to 
make whatever changes truth demands, ... 
this is the epitome of a truly religio·ns, truly 
political man. This was Malcolm, and it 
must be us." •a 

Blacks are a human-e and loving people, 
they care about each other. Were this not so 
they would have long since perished under 
the weight of over three hundred years of 
oppression. Their ability to continue to 
struggle has been sustained by their basic 
humanity, their ability to remain humane 
through centuries of physical and psycho­
logical violence. 

As that humanity has sustained them so 
they must now zealously nurture and con­
tinue to develop it. Blacks-like other mi­
nority groups-do not have to agree on every­
thing, nor should they expect agreement on 
all things. Unity, not uniformity must be 
the goal. They cannot make the fatal mistake 
of adopting the attitudes and behavior of 
their oppressqrs. Name calling and labeling 
have little place in the struggle; they must 
look at one another in terms of whe.t each 
is doing to advance the program of Black 
survival and development. If the brother or 
sister is on the case, moving the agenda 
forward, right on! If they are not, they can 
be helped to join the struggle for survival. 
There really is no viable choice in this regard: 
the survival and development of each Black 
man and woman are intimately, inextricably 
and inevitably linked to the fortunes of all 
Black people, and ultimately to the fortune 
of the human race. 
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LEGISLATION FOR THE ELDERLY 
<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per­

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am intro­
ducing legislation today to implement 
two of the recommendations of the 1971 
White House Conference on the Aging. 

The first bill H.R. 16492, would encour­
age family contributions to elderly rela­
tives by allowing a taxpayer to take an 

exemption for each relative, 62 or more 
years of age, to whom he gives $1,500 or 
more in support in a taxable year. This 
would mean a reduction in one's taxable 
income of $750 for each qualifying rela­
tive. Generally, the persons affected 
would be parents, grandparents, immedi­
ate aunts and uncles, and brothers and 
sisters who are at least 62 years of age. 
Presently, a taxpayer can claim such an 
exemption if contributing over half of a 
dependent's support. My bill would sim­
ply enable a taxpayer to meet the sup­
port test, in the case of an elderly rela­
tive, by contributing $1,500 or more to his 
or her support. 

The second bill, H.R. 16493, amends 
the Social Security Act and provides for 
the payment of attorney's fees incurred 
by an individual who successfully chal­
lenges a decision to deny, reduce or limit 
Federal or State benefits, such as medi­
care, medicaid, old-age assistance, and 
disability insurance. This means 'that if 
a person wins a case before a Federal or 
State agency administering these pro­
grams, or in a court, the agency involved 
would pay the attorney's fees rather than 
the beneficiary. Today, even if a person's 
challenge is upheld, his attorney's fees 
are subtracted from the benefits awarded 
him. 

These bills are simple but they affect 
two areas that work particular hardships 
on the elderly today. One is the basic 
problem of adequate income for our sen­
ior citizens. Family support and care of 
elderly relatives should be encouraged; 
H.R. 16492 would do this by giving some 
tax relief to families who undertake this 
responsibility. 

H.R. 16493 amending the Social Secu­
rity Act corrects a failing in a law which, 
through its many programs, affects a 
great percentage of our elderly popula­
tion. If a person can successfully demon­
strate that an agency has made a mis­
take in reducing, limiting or denying cer­
tain benefits, then the burden of correct­
ing that error should not lie with the 
claimant, but rather with the agency re­
sponsible for the mistake. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that these bills will 
receive favorable consideration by the 
Congress as soon as possible. 

IT IS TIME FOR THE CONGRESS AND 
THE ADMINISTRATION TO PRO­
TECT THE AMERICAN PUBLIC AND 
DEMAND REFORM OF THE FED­
ERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record anci to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Con­
gress of the United States is failing to do 
its duty-its constitutional responsi­
bility-on monetary issues. 

The Nixon administratiOn-fearful of 
alienating its big banker allies-is failing 
to carry out its responsibility to control 
the Federal Reserve System in the public 
interest. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Reserve Sys­
tem is the only agency in this Federal 
establishment which is able to spend 
money freely-public money-without 
audit and without any type of review by 
either the 1 )g~slative or executive 
branches. The public-because of the ac-
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quiescence of the Congress and the ad­
ministration-has absolutely no protec­
tion. 

The Federal Reserve System controls 
at least $4 billion of public funds an­
nually and there is no one in the Federal 
Government-not the General Account­
ing Office, not the President, and not the 
Congress-who pays any attention to 
where this money goes. As public ser­
vants, and as duly-elected repres(mta­
tives of the people, we cannot defend 
these practices. The Congress, despite its 
timidity in the face of the bank lobbyists, 
had better wake up and start protecting 
the American public in this area. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot imagine a single 
Member-be he a Democrat or Repub­
lican-who would condone some of the 
expenditures which we know have gone 
on within the Federal Reserve System. 

If the Department of Commerce spent 
$13,000 to pay the moving expenses for 
one of its employees, most assw·edly the 
official who allowed the expenditure of 
such funds would be removed from his 
job and possibly prosecuted for misap­
propriation of Federal funds. 

Or if the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development paid the babysit­
ting costs for certain employees while 
they entertained visiting dignitaries, 
there would certainly be a congressional 
investigation into the incident. 

An'.! if the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission paid thousands of dollars a year 
for me..nbership dues in highway lobby­
ing groups, there would certainly be 
newspaper stories in every paper in the 
country regarding this illegal expendi­
ture of taxpayers• funds. 

Yet every day the Federal Reserve 
System, its 33 banks and branch banks, 
spends money on just such items as 
these, and no one is held accountable for 
these expenses. Nor is there any prosecu­
tion for the misappropriation of tax­
pay~rs• money. 

In 1964, the Banking and CulTency 
Committee in connection with an overall 
review of the Federal Reserve System 
examined the expenditures of the Fed­
eral Reserve System and found a great 
waste of taxpayers• money. Again in 
1969, the committee looked into the ex­
penditures and found equally shocking 
examples. Presently the staff of the 
Banking and Currency Committee is re­
viewing the System•s expenditures for 
1971. And while the full review has not 
been completed, there is every indication 
that the Federal Reserve System is con­
tinuing to spend money in a way that 
would land any other official in Govern­
ment in jail if he were responsible for 
similar expenditures. 

The latest preliminary review shows 
for example, that one Federal Reserve 
bank spent more than $10,000 last 
year in dues to various organizations. 
Although the Federal Reserve System 
has finally agreed with me that member­
ship in the American Bankers Associa­
tion and related State banking associa­
tions is clearly a confiict of interest, this 
bank spent more than $7,000 of the tax­
payers' money last year for membership 
in such banking groups as Robert Mon·is 
Associates, Bank Administration Insti­
tute, and the American Institute of 
Banking. 

In one instance, a Federal Reserve 
bank paid out $13,629.78 in moving ex­
penses to relocate its new President. 

Mr. Speaker, when the Banking and 
Currency Committee staff in 1969 re­
viewed the expenditures of the Federal 
Reserve System, an investigator from the 
General Accounting Office worked along 
with the staff. After studying carefuily 
a total of nearly a million dollars of ex­
penses, about $588,200 was expended by 
the Federal Reserve banks for purposes 
which were either questionable or not 
considered allowable under Government 
regulations. Not included in that :figure 
was an additional $132,000 for which 
there was no explanation given by the 
Federal Reserve bank for the expendi­
tures, thus making it impossible to de­
termine whether or not these were legiti­
mate expenses. 

PAID-UP BONDS OF $71 BILLION ARE 
AT THE HEART OF THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE'S PROBLEMS 
<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, there are 
in the Federal Reserve System serious 
questions about the expenditure of public 
funds and certainly this is an area where 
the Congress has an overriding respon­
sibility. Many Members of this House 
have been extremely vocal in criticizing 
illegal and questionable expenditures of 
other agencies and departments of this 
far-flung · Government. But we have a 
deafening silence from Members on the 
question of the Federal Reserve's foot­
loose and fancy-free operation. Why is 
this? 

Of course, there are other questions-­
even more basic-than the misuse of 
public moneys. The Federal Reserve is 
at the heart of our economic system and 
its decisions determine whether people 
have jobs, whether businesses prosper, 
or whether our cities and rural areas 
have a chance. In short, the day-to-day 
lives of every American citizen are af­
fected by the decisions at the Federal 
Reserve System. This is why it is so im­
portant that the elected representatives 
have a say in what happens in this all­
important agency. 

The secret to the Federal Reserve's 
freedom from accountability is the $71 
billion of bonds which reside in the port­
folio of the Federal Open Market Com­
mittee in the New York Federal Reserve 
Bank. These are bonds that have been 
paid for once by the credit of the U.S. 
Government. The Federal Reserve, in­
stead of canceling the bonds when they 
are purchased in the open market, con­
tinues to maintain them in its portfolio 
and to demand interest payments from 
the U.S. Treasury. No one continues to 
pay interest on a mortgage once it has 
been paid for, but the U.S. Government 
ignores this principle and continues to 
pay interest to one of its own agencies­
the Federal Reserve System. 

Some might dismiss this as simply a 
question of bookkeeping, but it is much 
more serious than this. It is the device 
that allows the Federal Reserve to thumb 
its nose at the people and their elected 

representatives. This was what the late 
Speaker Rayburn was referring to when 
he said in 1959: 

I have been forced to the conclusion that 
the Federal Reserve authorities . . . consider 
themselves immune to any direction or sug­
gestion by the Congress, let alone a. simple 
expression of the sense of Congress. 

In an age which demands candor and 
at a time when politicians everywhere 
are being sharply criticized for the fiscal 
confusion surrounding our Federal Gov­
ernment, it is regrettable that the Fed­
eral Reserve is allowed to maintain-and 
draw interest on-Government securities 
which have been paid for by the credit 
of the United States. This is fiscal fiction 
of the first order. 

This system is absurd. This system de­
ludes the American public. This system 
enables the Federal Reserve to be what 
the Congress never intended-an agency 
free of control and supervision. 

It does the Congress no credit to allow 
these absurdities to continue. 

This fiction is maintained because the 
Federal Reserve has developed into a 
superagency with a superpowerful lobby 
behind it. The banking community-and 
its big business allies-want the Federal 
Reserve System to be free to serve the 
banking interests full time without 
worrying about any public interest stric­
tures which the Congress might insist 
upon. 

The Federal Reserve will always be 
able to serve the interests of the banking 
and big business community first so long 
as the Congress continues to allow the 
System its own independent source of 
funds by maintaining the fiction of these 
paid-up bonds~ 

Without these bonds, the Federal Re­
serve System would be like any other 
agency of the Federal Government. It 
would have no independent source of 
money and it would be required to come 
to the Congress and to undergo annual 
appropriations processes just like the De­
partment of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare; the Agriculture Department; the 
Federal Power Commission; the Federal 
Communications Commission; the Se­
curities and Exchange Commission; and 
all the multitude of other agencies. Faced 
with this appropriations process, the 
Federal Reserve System would be much 
more careful about its decisions, much 
less likely to meet the demands of the 
big banking and big business community 
and hopefully more inclined to pay at­
tention to the public interest. 

More important, the Congress would 
be able to use the appropriations process 
to insist that the intent of Congress was 
met in the administration of banking and 
monetary statutes. 

BONDS HAVE BEEN PAID FOR ONCE 
AND SHOULD BE RETIRED AND 
SUBTRACTED FROM THE NA­
TIONAL DEBT 
<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
review the situation at Federal Reserve 
as it stands today. At the end of the first 
week in August, the Federal Reserve 
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had $70.8 billion of bonds residing in 
the portfolio of the Federal Open Mar­
ket Committee in the New York Federal 
Reserve Bank. These are all bonds which 
have been paid for by the credit of the 
United States. When the bonds are 
purchased by the Open Market Commit­
tee, credit is entered on the books of the 
bank or the seller has the right to de­
mand payment in the currency of the 
United States-currency printed right 
here at the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing. Thus, we have a situation where 
we have both the currency and the bonds 
outstanding at the same time-a double 
accounting against the U.S. Government. 
There is no dispute over this fact. ;Fed­
eral Reserve official after Federal Re­
serve official has conceded this in hear­
ing after hearing before various com­
mittees of the Congress. 

The maintenance of this system-in 
the face of unrefuted testimony-simply 
means that the Congress is perpetuat­
ing a myth and is a party to an effort to 
delude the American public about the 
public debt and the operations of the 
Federal Reserve. 

The Federal Reserve is drawing about 
$4 billion annually in interest on these 
bonds. This interest is paid by the U.S. 
Treasury and the money comes from 
funds of the American taxpayers. The 
Federal Reserve uses this money as a 
huge slush fund for whatever it desires 
and the Appropriations Committee has 
no authority to either review or to con­
trol these expenditures in any manner. 
The funds are not audited by the Gen­
eral Accounting Office, and the Federal 
Reserve has engaged in a well financed 
and emotional campaign to lock the GAO 
out of the entire Federal Reserve Sys­
tem. 

So the U.S. Government's debt ceiling 
of $450 billion is composed of at least 
$70 billion of outright fiction. These 
bonds should be retired, subtracted from 
the debt, and if this were done, there 
would be no need for another increase 
in the debt ceiling in the foreseeable 
future. 

This could be done without any harm 
to either our fiscal or monetary system 
and I hope no one will fall prey to the 
emotional outcries of those who will be 
simply attempting to preserve their em­
pire at the Federal Reserve. If the Fed­
eral Reserve thinks it needs these bonds 
for fiscal bookkeeping pw·poses, then it 
should be willing to agree that these 
bonds-which have been paid for by the 
credit of the United States-be non­
interest-bearing. By making them non­
interest-bearing, the Federal Reserve 
could continue to maintain its bookkeep­
ing :f!ction, but it could no lor.ger draw 
the $4 billion in interest from the Treas­
ury Department each year. 

Mr. Speaker, this situation is so ab­
surd that many people just cannot be­
lieve that the Congress would allow this 
to continue. The absurdity of the situa­
tion is one of the protections that the 
Federal Reserve System has. The aver­
age person simply cannot believe that 
the Congress would allow the Treasw·y 
to pay interest on bonds which have been 
paid for by the credit of the United 
States. 

So to clear up the question of whether 
these bonds have been paid for, I want 
to quote from a hearing record before the 
Banking and Currency Committee on 
July 6, 1965, when the then-Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board, William Mc­
Chesney Martin, was asked about this 
situation: 

Mr. MARTIN. The bonds were paid for in 
the normal course of business. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right. 
Mr. MARTIN. And that is the only time they 

were paid for. 
Mr. PATMAN. Just like we pay debt with 

checks and credit. 
Mr. MARTIN. Exactly. 
Mr. PATMAN. In the normal course of busi­

ness, they were paid for once. You will admit 
that, will you not? They were paid for once 
and that's all? 

Mr. MARTIN. They were paid for once and 
that's all. 

Mr. PATMAN. That's right. 

This is very clear. Surely the Congress 
does not need any more evidence that 
these bonds should be canceled and the 
Treasury relieved of its obligation to pay 
interest. 

WHAT THE CONGRESS SHOULD DO 
ABOUT THE FEDERAL RESERVE 
SYSTEM 
<Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and to include extra­
neous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, most 
Members of the House will be standing 
for reelection in November and I hope 
that they will see fit to speak out on the 
need to reform the Federal Reserve-to 
speak out for a responsive monetary 
system and for an end to the bookkeep­
ing devices which leave the Federal Re­
serve outside of the democratic processes 
which have made this country so great. 

Our constituents, of course, have the 
right to contact us on these issues and to 
demand that we initiate action to bring 
about justice for the people. Every voter 
has four people here in Washington who 
can be contacted on this question-their 
U.S. Representatives, their two U.S. Sen­
ators, and the President of the United 
States. 

At a minimum, we should be demand­
ing: 

First, a full top-to-bottom audit of 
every aspect of the Federal Reserve Sys­
tem. This should be conducted by the 
General Accounting Office and it should 
be continued on a regular basis. 

Second, a full appropriations review 
by the Appropriations Committees of 
both the House and the Senate. 

Third, retirement of all Government 
securities which have been paid for by 
the credit of the United States and their 
subtraction from the national debt. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many other re­
forms which are needed to bring the Fed­
eral Reserve System in line with the 
economic policies which the people are 
demanding at the polls. But these three 
steps are needed before we can really sit 
down and work out long range methods 
to assure that the people can control 
their own monetary system. 

In later speeches on the floor of the 
House-in coming weeks-! plan to dis-

cuss how the failure to control the Fed­
eral Reserve System has resulted in 
serious economic harm to the Nation and 
has resulted in an ever-escalating round 
of higher interest rates. 

CLOSED MINDS, CLOSED DOORS 

<Mr. POAGE asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, recently 
there was published a report entitled 
"Hard Tomatoes, Hard Times," which 
made a totally unwarranted and unjusti­
fied attack on the land-grant college sys­
tem. The report truly is unworthy of 
recognition, but an excellent rebuttal to 
it has appeared in the form of an ed­
itorial entitled "Closed Minds, Closed 
Doors," which ran in the August issue of 
American Agriculturist, written by the 
editor, Mr. Gordon Conklin. I submit the 
editorial for publication in the CoNGREs­
SIONAL RECORD and recommend its read­
ing to my colleagues: 

CLOSED MINDS, CLOSED DoORS 
A popular shortcut to notoriety these days 

is to yell raunchy tour-letter words at a 
Sunday-school picnic ... or launch a dia­
tribe against education at a PTA meeting. 
It is especially fashionable to be totally nega­
tive toward heretofore widely-esteemed sym­
bols, institutions or customs ... marriage, 
the flag, the church, or whatever. 

Therefore, a voluminous report entitled, 
Hard Tomatoes, Hard Times . . . which at­
tempts to discredit the land grant colleges ... 
comes as no surprise. The report is published 
by an outfit called the Task Force on the 
Land Grant College Complex, Agribus!.ness 
Accountability Project. A suitable and con­
venient acronym, condensing both the re­
port's title and its message, is hate. 

Its contention is that the land grant col­
lege complex is a complete failure because it 
is allegedly a captive of the agribusiness com­
munity ... and is responsible for the tech­
nology undergirding the social and economic 
revolution that has brought massive change 
to the nation's rural areas. Summing up his 
myopic views of the situation, author Jim 
Hightower writes, "As statistics indicate, and 
as visits to the countryside make clear, rural 
America is crumbling. Not just the family 
farm, but every aspect of rural America 
is crumbling . . . schools, communities, 
churches, businesses, and way of life." 

Riding grimly on, this modern Don Quixote 
skewers the windmill. "The greatest failing of 
land grant research is its total abdication of 
leadership. At a time when rural America 
desperately needs leadership, the land grant 
community has ducked behind the corporate 
skirt, mumbling apologetic words like 'prog­
ress,' 'efficiency,' and 'inevitability.' OVerall, 
it is a pedantic and cowardly research system, 
and America is less for it ... 

Flailing at all parts of the land grant col­
lege system, the report's author lines up 4-H 
in his gunsights, "4-H receives the largest 
allocation of man years ... a third of the 
total. This social club for youth exists as one 
of the sacred cows of the land grant world. 
The fact is that 4-H might be an adequate 
youth club, but it is not doing much that 
seriously promises to make a change in the 
rural plight. It is a frivolous diversion of 72 
million dollars." 

My m!nd wandered back, as I read that 
broadside, to the hundreds of 4-Her's with 
shinning eyes whom I've seen accept awards 
. . . to the dozens of young people I've 
known personally who blossomed into capa­
ble leaders under 4-H guidance . . . to the 
countless volunteer 4-H workers I've visited 
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with who devoted hours beyond measure to 
a task in which they deeply believed. I could 
no more sneer at these folks than I could 
curse life itself. . 

Special pains are taken in the report to 
roast the American Farm Bureau Federation 
a t length (no mention is made of the NFO 
or National Farmers Union), to bitterly at­
tack the Extension Service, and to climb 
a ll over the two most recent holders of the 
office of Secretary of Agriculture, Messrs. 
Hardin and Butz. The magazine, Organic 
Farming and Gardening, is quoted several 
times as documentation for the volleys fired 
at these folks. 

My own background involves growing up 
on one of those hM"d-scrabble small farms 
which the report claims have been victimized 
by the land grant colleges. Quite to the con­
trary, my family (which would now be called 
poverty-stricken) always had respect for 
those colleges and both my brother and I 
found new opportunity and wider horizons 
in their classrooms and research facilities. 

Later ... as rural banker, county agent 
and farm magazine editor ... I've visited 

The hate report led me to two inescapable 
conclusions: 

It was written and researched by people 
seeking to document a foregone conclu­
sion . . . closed minds that did not want to 
be disturbed by a wide range of facts. The 
report is typical of research in the legal pro­
fession where a particular position is taken, 
then all available arguments are marshalled 
in favor of that position ... in marked con­
trast to scientific research which reviews all 
the known facts before arriving at a conclu­
sion. 

The author had obviously not visited 
northeastern family farms, and was woefully 
lacking in first-hand contact with farmers 
generally. He used carefully-selected statis­
tics and statements by others (as you would 
expect of research in the legal profession), 
but had gathered little farm soU on his 
shoes from a wide range of personal visits ..• 
he had left too many doors to farm homes 
unopened. 

Closed Minds, Closed Doors. 

hundreds of family farms from Maine's PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
Aroostook County in the north down to Lan-
caster county in the Keystone State. These (Mr. CHAMBERLAIN asked and was 
people, portrayed in hate as being rendered given permission to extend his remarks 
virtual peasants by the Agricultural Estab- at this point in the RECORD and to in­
lishment, have no resemblance whatsoever to elude extraneous matter.) 
that distorted image, and would display little Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, in 
sympathy for the irresponsible accusations t t 
cuntained in the report's vit riolic rhetoric. order that my position on recen vo es 

As I read the report, I found myself wish- will be clear, I wish to make the follow­
ing that the effort expended on it had been ing personal explanation: 
more responsible in purpose ... exploring On rollcall No. 278, I would have voted 
with some perspective the very real short- "yea." 
comings of the land grant college system... - on rollcall No. 279, I would have voted 
rather than merely seeking to discredit it. "yea." 
Hate is massively guilty of the multiple 1 3 ld h t d 
levels of overkill so characteristic of our On rol call No. 28 • I wou ave vo e 
·clamorous times ... remember the farmer ' 'yea." 
who had to clobber his mule with a 2 x 4 · On rollcall No .. 294, I would have voted 
just to get his attention so he could feed ,"yea." 
him a carrot? On rollcall No. 295, I would have voted 
· Perhaps most disappointing of all was the "yea." 
·disclaimer by the hate author, "But it is not - On rollcall No. 296, I would have voted 
the place of this Task Force to determine "yea." 
the agenda of the land grant complex." In On rollcall No. 297, I would have voted 
common with so much of the protest of our 
time, bitter criticism is leveled without al- ·"nay." 
ternatives being presented ... re"sponsible On rollcall No. 298, I would have voted 
people are totally condemned by hostile non- "nay." 
taxpayers operating from temporary head- On rollcall No. 300, I would have voted 
quarters located in the shifting sands of ir- ' 'yea." 
responsibllity. On rollcall No. 301, I would have voted 

In normal times, the report would quickly "yea." 
be consigned to the oblivion it so richly de- On rollcall No. 302, I would have voted 
serves . . . but these are not normal times. 
Senator Adlai Stevenson III of Illinois, per- "yea." 
haps sensing some political hay to be made On rollcall No. 303, I would have voted 
in the sunshine, decided to hold a Congres- ''yea." 
sional hearing to air the charges made in On rollcall No. 304, I would have voted 
hate. ''yea." 

Folks, we've all picked bones of contention On rollcall No. 305, I would have voted 
from time to time with our agricultural col- "yea." 
leges, and with their research and extension 
programs. But a 155-mm howitzer is hardly 
the best tool with which to begin a remodel­
ing job on your house ... just as seeking to 
destroy an organization is not the logical first 
step to making constructive changes in its 
philosophies and procedures. Artifical insemi­
nation techniques were not developed after 
first destroying the. bull ... nor were teachers 
of the one-room schoolhouse burned at the 
stake in the process of conversion to cen­
tralized schools. 

The land grant colleges have done a mar­
velous job over the years, in terms of agri­
cultural abundance and human develop­
ment, but they of course need to change 
and adapt to meet the new challenges that 
inevitably accompany the sweep of history. 
The overwhelming majority of farmers . . . 
and rural non-farmers ... support the over­
all thrust of those colleges, although they 
may disagree at times with specific projects 
or procedures. 

RISING FOOD PRICES 

(Mr. GUDE asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, for 20 years 
the American consumer has witnessed a 
steady and relentless increase in the cost 
of food, particularly the cost of meat. In 
the past several months, the rate of in­
crease appears to have accelerated. To­
day, I would like to address myself to 
two topics: First, the forces underlying 
this 20-year trend, and second, the rea­
sons for the sudden spurt in prices since 
February, particularly in the Washington 
metropolitan area. 

To explain the 20-year trend of l'ising 

prices, it is necessary to examine the cost 
structure of the three major components 
of the food marketing chain, the farmer, 
the. wholesaler, and the retailer. 

For raw agricultural products, there 
have been substantial increases in prices. 
However, the farmer has seen his pro­
duction costs rise an average of 50 per­
cent. Despite these increases in operating 
costs, farm prices have risen only 6 per­
cent in the past 20 years. Farmers have 
been able to survive only by virtue of 
their increased productivity-223 percent 
over the last 20 years. 

While farm prices have risen 6 percent, 
wholesale prices have jumped 20 percent. 
Most of the difference can be attributed 
to increased costs at the wholesale level. 
Labor costs have risen 300 percent; 
freight costs 140 percent; services-rent, 
insurance, telephone, and so forth-240 
percent; containers 160 percent; fuel, 
power, and light costs have jumped 135 

.percent; while the costs of new plants 
and machinery have increased 192 per-
cent. Throughout this period of rising 
costs, the profit margin for wholesalers 
has hovered arotmd 1 percent. 

For the third component of the food 
marketing chain, the retailer, prices have 
spurted 43 percent in the last 20 years. 
Again, most of this increase can be at­
tributed to rising operating costs, par­
ticularly for labor which accounts for 
50 percent of expenses. Most analysts 
would probably agree that for the retail 
.food industry after tax profits as a per­
centage of sales should ideally average 
:around 1.5 percent. Actual profits have 
traditionally been lower, peaking at 1.4!" 
percent in 1965. In 1971, the food chai1_1 
industry's profits on the dollar, after 
taxes, was down to .86 percent. 

Underlying the rising costs within the 
food marketing chain is the steadily in­
creasing demand for beef. Consumer 
consum,ption of beef has more than dou­
bled over the last 20 years, increasing 
from 56.1 pounds per capita to 114.3 
pounds per capita. Over the last 7 years 
the increase was 30 percent. This stead­
ily rising demand for meat has sustained 
high prices. Indeed, it has been a signifi­
cant force in pulling these prices up. · 

To help alleviate this continuing prob­
lem of supply relative to demand there 
are two initiatives to which we must give 
serious consideration. The first is the per­
manent lifting of import quotas. The 
President has, for the balance of 1972, 
already suspended import quotas for 
meat. This means that the amount of 
foreign meat that can be imported is no 
longer limited to 6.7 percent of U.S. pro­
duction. 

However, only limited relief in the sup­
ply situation can be expected from the 
President's action. I say this because 
there exists a worldwide shortage of beef, 
and foreign suppliers are not likely to 
jump to the American market, possibly 
loosing other markets to competitors, 
when there is no assurance that import 
quotas will not be reinstituted at the end 
of this year. Further, the American mar­
ket offers no substantial financial in­
centives as U.S. beef prices are only 
three-fourths of 1 cent above the world 
level. 

To overcome some of this anticipated 
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hesitancy on the part of foreign sup­
pliers, I have suggested to the Presi­
dent that in formulating the administra­
tion program for next year he give 
serious consideration to legislation re­
pealing the section of the Meat Import 
Act of 1964 which establishes the import 
quota system. 

The permanent lifting of import re­
strictions coul<i result in some change in 
world market patterns, bringing a larger 
supply of beef to the United States. It is, 
however, unlikely that a permanent lift­
ing of the import quotas would increase 
the supply of beef to the extent that it 
would depress prices. Rather, the effect 
would be to prevent consumer demand 
from further outstripping supply, tht!S 
decelerating the rate of price increase, 
not depressing existing prices. 

The second initiative to supplement the 
supply of beef which must be given care­
ful attention is increasing the available 
grazing land to support a larger national 
herd. 

Under the terms of existing legislation, 
50 to 58 million acres of cropland are 
held out of production each year. If pas­
turing of this land were permitted, it has 
been estimated that the U.S. could pro­
duce up to 2 percent more beef. If this 
pasturing were allowed, it is doubtful 
that more than 20 million additioual 
acres would be grazed during the pasture 
season. However, these acres would pro­
vide substantial additional feed for the 
e-xisting 116 million head of cattle on 
U.S. farms and ranches, eventually pt!r­
mitting an increase of a few million head 
in the U.S. herd. 

Grazing set-aside cropland would not 
lead to an immediate increase in beef 
cattle markets. Some cattle would gain 
more weight because of improved pas­
tures, but additional female breeding 
animals would be retained on the farms 
and ranches to utilize the additional 
grazing, thus slightly reducing the num­
ber of cattle marketed for the first year 
or two. It would not add sufficient pas­
turage, however, to cause a noticable 
reduction in current marketings. 

I have written to the Secretary of 
Agriculture and· requested that the De­
partment study the issues surrounding 
this suggestion so that it can provide the 
Congress with a full study when the 
legislation implementing tne set-aside 
progam comes up for review next year. 

With an ever-growing population and 
rising standard of living, it is unlikely 
that the American consumer's demand 
for beef will relent. The actions I have 
suggested regarding meat imports and 
grazing land will assist cattlemen in 
their efforts to meet this constantly in­
creasing appetite for meat. 

To this point, I have beer. discussing 
long-term national trends and long-term 
potential solutions. However, to explain 
market behavior since February, particu­
larly in the Washington area, it is neces­
sary to examine a narrower time spec­
trum. The fluctuations in food prices, 
particularly for meats, can be understood 
in terms of: First, the market forces of 
supply and demand, and second, ex­
panded retail margins. 

The high demand that has character­
i:?;ed the food market over the past 20 

years has not relented in past months. 
If anything, demand relative to supply 
has increased because the supply of beef 
coming to the market has decreased 
somewhat. The decrease is generally 
attributed to the corn leaf blight of 1970. 
In that year, much of the corn crop fell 
victim to the blight. With a reduced 
supply of corn, the price of feed corn 
went up. The increase in production 
costs, without a corresponding increase 
in the return to the farmer, resulted in 
many cattle being withheld from the 
market. Had this particular series of 
events not occurred it is still unlikely that 
supply would have kept pace with de­
mand. 

However, not all of the price increase 
that occurred in February can be attrib­
uted to the forces of supply and demand. 
A significant portion of the explanation 
is to be found in expanded retail margins 
of profit. 

Under the Price Commission's volatile 
pricing rule, firms operating in a market 
characterized by volatile prices, such as 
the food industry, may immediately pass 
along increased costs in order to main­
tain their customary profit margins. 

In the food industl-y, retailers are 
wary of the effect constant price 
changes may have on the consumer. 
Therefore, retail pricing policies exhibit 
a lag phenomenon. That is, when whole­
sale prices begin rising, retailers hold 
the line until wholesale prices reach a 
trigger point. At that point retailers 
raise their prices. During this lagtime re­
tailers experience shrinking profits. The 
loss is recovered when wholesale prices 
begin to decline because the higher re­
tail prices are maintained until whole­
sale prices drop below another trigger 
level. When that level is reached, retail­
ers drop their prices. This downside lag 
compensates retailers for the upturn 
lag. 

Combined with the volatile pricing 
rule, this lag pricing characteristic of the 
retail food industry set the stage for ex­
cessive retail price increases in the early 
months of this year. When wholesale 
prices reached the trigger level in Feb­
ruary retailers increased their prices 
above the customary levels. Further, re­
tailers appeared prepared to lengthen 
the time lag on the downside. This situa­
tion led the Cost of Living Council to 
meet with retail executives on a jawbon­
ing session in late March. That meeting 
saw an immediate reduction in retail 
prices. 

Recently released figures indicate that 
food shoppers in the Washington area 
are experiencing another sharp, and 
possibly unjustifiable, price increase. 
The most recent monthly data on food 
costs shows that prices in the Washing­
ton metropolitan area rose 2.1 percent-­
not seasonally or annually adjusted­
while the national average was 0.6 per­
cent--not seasonally or annually ad­
justed. During that 1-month period, re­
tailers throughout the nation experi­
enced the same increase in costs as re­
tailers in the Washington area. Yet, 
prices in this area increased at a much 
faster rate. These figures suggest that 
retailers may be trying to accomplish 
in the local area, what was attempted 

nationally in February-increase profits 
beyond the average .generally acl!epted 
by economic analysts. 

A characteristic of the Washington re­
tail food market which could give im­
petus to excessive price increases not 
found generally in other areas of the Na­
tion is the absence of independent com­
petition to the prices charged by the 
leading Washington chains. In the 
Washington metropolitan area, the 
major food chains completely dominate 
the market, accounting for 87 percent of 
total sales. Contrasted to the lack of 
competition in this area is the situation 
in other metropolitan cities. In New 
York, the leading food chains accounted 
for 51.7 percent of total sales. In Phil­
adelphia the figure is 68.5 percent, and 
in Boston only 53.3 percent. The lack of 
independent competition in Washington 
may significantly reduce the pressures 
for price constraint on the part of large 
retail food chains. 

As a result the Washington area con­
sumer is more readily exposed to inordi­
nate increases in food prices. The big 
food chains have minimal constraints of 
the competitive marketplace which is in 
the tradition of the American economic 
system. 

I have today formally requested the 
Price Commission to investigate retail 
food pricing policies in the Washington 
metropolitan area to determine if prices 
have indeed been raised to excessive 
levels, as they were last February. If this 
proves to be the case, the Price Commis­
sion must immediately order prices 
rolled back to appropriate levels. 

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disturbed by 
the possibility that the benefits and bur­
dens of the President's economic stabil­
ization program may be shared unequal­
ly. Therefore, I am urging that the Price 
Commission also assume a continuing 
active role in monitoring food prices to 
insure that the consumer does not bear 
the heaviest burden of wage-price con­
trols. 

TESTING FOR VIRUSES AT 
DALECARLIA 

<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.> 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, Washington, 
D.C., and its suburbs, without appropri­
ate planning, can face a water shortage 
sometime in the next decade-the pro­
jected flow of the Potomac River will 
simply not be sufficient to meet the grow­
ing demand indefinitely. Washington's 
water problem is, however, symptomatic 
of the water situation in many other mu­
nicipalities throughout the United 
States. It is no news that the time is long 
overdue to begin exploring and develop­
ing the potential of recycled wastewater 
and polluted sw·face waters as supple­
ments to our existing sources of potable 
and recreational waters. As a matter of 
fact, reuse of water in America is hardly 
a revolutionary or novel concept. An ex­
haustive study of one-third of our Amer­
ican cities in 1961 demonstrated that 
these municipalities include from 0 to 18 
percent municipal waste water from up-
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stream in their drinking water with the 
average city having 3.5 percent recycled 
waste water in its supply. 

One of the major concerns to use of 
polluted and recycled wa:;te .waters is :rt­
ral contamination. Enter1c v1ruses, which 
cause such diseases as infectious hepa­
titis, polio, and a variety of gastroin­
testinal disorders, are commonly found 
in raw sewage and polluted waters. How­
ever, before the means to remove or in­
activate viruses can be fully developed, 
the extent of their presence must be 
determined. 

Last week I visited the Dalecarlia Wa­
ter Treatment Plant to observe the Army 
Corps of Engineers' virus testing opera­
tions. The Corps of Engineers, responsi­
ble for Washington's water supply, has 
recently awarded the Woodard Research 
Corp., a contract to test regularly both 
the raw and untreated water at Dale­
carlia for viruses. 

The data provided by this study will 
go a long way toward answering questions 
on the e:ffectiveness of current water 
treatment processes, from the standpoint 
of viral contamination. And too, this 
study will contribute to the refinement 
of techniques for detecting small quan­
tities of virus in large quantities of water, 
techniques that are now prohibitive be­
cause of the complexity, expense, and 
time involved. Just as water is now mon­
itored for bacterial contaminants-that 
once constituted major public health 
hazards-we can soon expect viral moni­
toring to become the rule rather than the 
exception in municipal water and sew­
age treatment plants. 

It is to the great credit of the corps 
that as is the case with so many munic­
ipal 'water systems of the United States, 
despite raw sewage contamination re­
ceived at the intake, with a high level of 
treatment executed by skilled profes­
sional and technical personnel, Washing­
ton area residents are guaranteed whole­
some potable water. The Dalecarlia in­
take receives upstream water with an es­
timated one-half to two-thirds million 
gallons. of sewage over:flow from the Cab­
in John watershed; this contamination 
is of a higher degree than would be found 
in water from the upper estuary. 

For all these reasons the Army Corps 
of Engineei·s is doing research on the ef­
fects of chlorination on enteric viruses 
and is studYing the potential of the Po­
tomac estuary as a supplemental water 
source for Washington. These three proj­
ects will provide much needed informa­
tion for all concerned with averting a 
water crisis in Washington, and ulti­
mately the Nation. The Army Corps of 
Engineers is to be commended for their 
foresight and leadership in the field of 
water supply; and I sincerely hope that 
others w111 follow their example and di­
rect their e:fforts toward developing new 
sources of "cool, clean water." 

FROM HUMAN DIGNITY TO A 
SECRET WEAPON 

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
a~ this point in the REcoRD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 

McGovern-Shriver forces "unveiled" last 
week in the New York Times one of its 
so-called secret weapons. In an August 
7 New York Times dispatch, James 
Naughton wrote: 

The "weapon" according to Frank Man­
kiewicz, the political director of the cam­
paign, is the large number of young Ameri­
cans who served under Mr. Shriver when he 
was dtrector of the Peace Corps in the Ken­
nedy Ao..ministration. 

The article, said Mr. Mankiewicz, pre­
dicts that returned Peace Corps volun­
teers are "going to be a very powerful 
force." 

Mr. Speaker, I am not a returned Peace 
Corps volu..llteer, but I am certain that 
if I were, I would not appreciate being 
referred to as a "weapon" for anyone's 
cause or campaign. I read Mr. Mankie­
wicz remarks as an appalling a:ffront to 
this outstanding group of young Ameri­
cans. 

Certainly these people, as Peace Corps 
volunteers, demonstrated a predispos~­
tion for activism. They refused to s1t 
back and allow developing countries to 
remain isolated from existing tech­
nologies-to remain severely handi­
capped by trained manpower shortages. 
1 would expect that today, many of these 
same people, as individuals in this co~­
try take an active interest in the runnmg 
of this Government. I feel certain that 
some have alrea-dy offered their help to 
the various political candidates on an in­
dividual basis. This is to be expected, and 
perhaps for the sake of improving our 
political system, to be hoped for. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I would also hope 
that no attempt would be made by any 
candidate to round up collectively this 
group of Americans for service as any­
one's secret weapon or powerful force. 

Such an action, as I understand it, 
goes completely counter to the natw·e 
and philosophy of the Peace Corps. I 
would think Mr. Shriver and Mr. Man­
kiewicz, both former Peace Corpsmen, 
would know this better than I. 
· As Mr. Shriver described it some 11 
years ago to a group of graduating Notre 
Dame seniors: 

The purpose of Peace Corps is to permit 
Americans to participate directly, personally 
and effectively in this struggle for human 
dignity. 

Mr. Shriver said on several oc ~asions 
that politics were never to have a role in 
the Peace Corps. Presidents Kennedy, 
Johnson and Nixon have all sought to 
preserve its non-political nature. 

Mr. Shriver has said he firmly believes 
that: 

Peace Corps' existence and effectiveness are 
dangerously threatened by any confusion 
that may be created in the minds of the 
peoples of our host countries, or of our own 
citizens, as to Peace Corps nonpolitical 
nature. 

But that was Mr. Shriver, the Peace 
Corps Director. Now it is Mr. Shriver the 
political candidate, and several years 
later. It would seem this man, whom 
McGovern forces claim can reactivate 
the loyalties of thousands of former 
Peace Corps Volunteers, has made a 
rather rough transition from his work 
"in the struggle for human dignity," 
to his utilization of ''secret weapons.'' 

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN 
PROGRAM 

<Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and was 
given permission to extend her r~marks 
at this point in the RECORD and to mclude 
extraneous matter.) 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
in recent weeks a severe crisis has de­
veloped in the operation of the guaran­
teed student loan program. Attempts at 
implementation of new guidelines result­
ing from the recently enacted higher 
education conference report have created 
chaos and confusion in the program. The 
tragic result, of course, has been that the 
loan volume has dropped drastically and 
thousands and thousands of deserving 
youngsters have been denied access to 
loans. 

Yesterday, I proposed in the House a 
measure which would stay the effective 
date of any new changes in the guaran­
teed student loan program until March 1 
of next year. In short, the program 
would continue to operate under the 
ground rules of the 1971-72 school year. 
The House, happily, overwhelmingly 
passed the measure and the Senate 
earlier today concurred in the House 
action. 

Numerous and lengthy conversations 
with bankers, financial aid officers, col­
lege administrators, and others involved 
in the operation of the program have 
served to convince me that this action 
provides the best approach from which 
to begin dealing with the tremendous 
backlog of loan applications which must 
be processed if students are to receive 
loans for the fall semester. Hopefully, 
the time between the present and March 
1 will offer us the opportunity to take a 
more careful look at the program and 
work at unravelling the maze of prob­
lems now confronting it. Two days of 
hearings have already been held in the 
Special Subcommittee on Education and 
I expect to schedule full hearings or. the 
program when the Congress returns after 
Labor Day. 

The crisis is re:flected in the phone 
calls, letters and telegrams I have re­
ceived from college administrators, and 
financial aid officers stressing the urgent 
need for the kind of action taken yester­
day by the House. I would like to insert 
at this point in the RECORD some of the 
communications I have received, includ­
ing con·espondence from Mr. Edson Sam­
ple, director of the office of scholarships 
and financial aids at Indiana Univer­
sity, along with an edit01ial and news 
story from the Indiana University school 
newspaper discussing the seve1ity of the 
problem: 

INDIANA UNIVERSITY, 
OFFICE OF SCHOLARSHIPS 

AND FINANCIAL AIDS, 
Bloomington, Ind., August 15,1972. 

Hon. EDITH GREEN, 
House of Representatives, Rayburn Office 

Building, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MRS. GREEN: Enclosed you will find 

two articles regarding the Federally Insured 
Loan Program which appeared in the Indiana 

· Dally Student, which is our campus news­
paper. I hope you find them of interest. 

We have been urging the Office of Educa­
tion to either revise the regulations or to 
perhaps work for delaying the implementa­
tion of the regulations. In over ten years of 
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working in student financial aid, I have riever 
been in a more difficult position than that 
created in connection with the Guaranteed 
Loan Program. The regulations are impos­
sible to work with and what makes the mat­
ter so bad is what we see happening to the 
students and parents who have benefited 
from this program in the past and who are no 
longer eligible to receive interest benefits or 
who are receiving smaller loans than we 
feel justified. Processing under the new and 
complicated regulations is extremely com­
plicated and time consuming. We are find­
ing that it takes a professional staff member 
fifteen minutes per application merely to do 
the minimum necessary paperwork. In ad­
dition, clerical staff are also involved to a 
large extent. Sending out the application 
form requires 24¢ in postage and 24¢ after 
we have completed the forms. As you know, 
the 1% administrative expense allowance 
was not included in the law despite its men­
tion in the Conference Report. I urge Con­
gress to include this provision so that col­
leges may be partially reimbursed for the 
tremendous expense involved. 

I further urge you and your colleagues to 
return this program to its original intent 
by automatically allowing the interest sub­
sidy to be paid for those students who come 
from families of $15,000 income or less. We 
have no objection to performing a needs anal­
ysis for those over $15,000 but we should be 
able to do so without undue restrictions or 
interference by Office of Education regula­
tions. 

We appreciate very much the wonderful 
job you are doing for Higher Education 
and in support of student financial aid pro­
grams. I remember so well the pleasant eve­
ning we spent at dinner at the Coronado 
Hotel in San Diego in January. I hope that 
we can reach very soon some solution to 
this problem. If there is any way I can be 
of assistance to you, please feel free to call 
upon me. 

Sincerely yours, 
EDSON W. SAMPLE, 

Director. 

CORVALLIS, OREG., 
August 16, 1972. 

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN, 
Capitol Hill, Washington, D.C.: 

It is our understanding that Congress may 
consider postponements of amendments in 
the new higher education bill relative to the 
insured student loan program. We strongly 
urge that this action be taken this week, as 
it will directly affect several hundreds stu­
dents hoping to attend our institution this 
fall. We estimate that at least 50 percent of 
our students eligible for interest subsidy 
benefits last year will not be eligible this 
fall under the current provisions of the new 
higher education bill. Also, we have been in­
formed by reliable sources that money lend­
ing institutions in our State will refuse to 
make loans to students not eligible for inter­
est subsidy benefits. Finally, we are very con­
cerned that student enrollment will be seri­
ously reduced this fall if a postponement of 
the new amendment is not granted. 

Sincerely, 
R. E. PAHRE, 

Director Financial Aids, Oregon State 
University. 

McMINNVILLE, OREG., 
August 16, 1972. 

Hon. EDITH GREEN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We request that you act favorably on the 
President's request for postponement of the 
effective date of interest subsidy of guaran­
teed student loans as stated in the 1972 
higher education amendment. 

LLOYD R. SWENSON, 
Director of Financial Aid, Linfield 

College. 

PORTLAND, OREG., 
August 16, 1972. 

Representative EDITH GREEN, 
Capitol Hill, D.C.: 

Passage of the Education Amendment of 
1972 resulted in significant changes in the 
guaranteed student loan program. Thousands 
of law students are no longer eligible to re­
ceive Federal interest subsidy on their loans; 
we do not believe congressional intent was to 
prohibit students from borrowing, thereby 
making it virtually impossible for many to 
obtain a legal education. We urge you to ";ake 
action to postpone the effective date of the 
interest subsidy provision of the loan pro­
gram until further review is possible. 

ANN KENDRICK, 
Assistant to the Dean, Law School, Lewis 

and Clark College. ' 

FOREST GROVE, OREG., 
August 16, 1972. 

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN, 
Third District, Oregon, House of Representa­

tives, Capitol Hill, D.C.: 
Effective date of new regulations for the 

federally insured student loan program con­
tained in part 177.2 of title 45 of the OE of 
Federal regulations. It is essential that this 
step be taken. The new regulations as they 
now stand will deny Federal interest benefits 
to enormous numbers of student borrowers 
from middle-income families, and could make 
it impossible for ,as many as twenty percent 
of our students to borrow sufficient funds to 
remain in school. We urge that the effective 
date of part 177.2 of title 45 be postponed 
and that steps be taken to amend these regu­
lations before such time as they do become 
effective. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES V. MILLER, 

President, Pacific University. 

HEMPSTEAD, N.Y., 
August 17, 1972. 

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN, 
~ouse of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Present situation on processing federally 
guaranteed students loans utter chaos for 
thousands of New York students including 
2500 at Hofstra alone. President's recom­
mendation for emergency legislation to hold 
new guidelines in abeyance until Apri11 vital 
step that should be taken immediately. Un­
less resolved large number of Hofstra stu­
dents dependent upon these loans for educa­
tional expenses will be unable to continue. 
Postponing of implementation to April 1 will 
allow time to implement properly construc­
tive changes proposed under the Higher Edu­
cation Act of 1972. At Hofstra tuition pay­
ments due late this month. Any delay on the 
President's urgent request would force with­
drawal from college of many deserving young 
people call upon you and your colleagues for 
urgent action to support President's request. 

CLIFFORD L. LORD, 
P1·esident, Hofstra University. 

PORTLAND, OREG., 
August 16, 1972. 

Representative EDITH GREEN, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Urge affirmative vote on suspension of sup-
plemental form for guaranteed loan. -

Father WALDSCHMIDT, 
President, University of Portland. 

HEMPSTEAD, N.Y., 
August 17, 1972. 

Congresswoman EDITH GREEN, 
Capitol Hill, D.C.: 

The present situation regarding the proc­
essing of federally guaranteed student loans 
has become cha.otic for thm.tsands of New 
York State students. President Nixon's action 
recommending that the new guidelines be 
held in abeyance until April 1, 1973, is a vital 
step that should be taken immediately un-

less the present confusion and uncertainty 
is resolved, the education of thousands of 
students who depend upon these loans to 
cover educational expenses will be placed in 
jeopardy. By advancing the date of imple­
mentation to April 1973, we w111 allow suffi­
cient time to implement the constructive 
changes that were proposed under the Higher 
Education Act of 1972. On most campuses 
student tuition payments are due in late 
August. Any further delay on the President's 
request would make it impossible for many 
deserving young people to continue theit 
education. I call upon you and your col­
leagues to take prompt action in supporting 
the President's request in this matter. 

MILTON JONAS, 
Chairman, Joint Legislative Committee 

on Higher Education oj New York 
State. 

ELECTION ASSISTANCE AND VOTER 
REGISTRATION ACT 

<Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous mater.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, in the 
most recent primary elections in New 
York City, prospective voters faced long 
waits before casting their ballots, and 
many gave up in despair. 

Similar disturbing breakdowns in the 
administration of elections have con­
fronted voters across the Nation. Recent 
elections in Cleveland, to cite another 
example, were ordered to be held a sec­
ond time, primarily because of election 
machine difficulties. A recount of the 
1970 election in Indiana was ordered on 
the basis of improper registration of 
voters. And, as Chicago Tribune reporter 
Bill Anderson noted in a recent article 
on voting problems, "there are entirely 
too many votes lost, switched, or not 
counted in all areas of the United States 
for Indiana to be an isolated case." 

A study by the League of Women 
Voters Education Fund-LWVEF-of 
the administration of elections in 251 
communities around the country in the 
fall election period of 1971 concluded 
that "the current system of registration 
and voting functions inefficiently for 
citizens throughout the United States." 

In response to this serious problem, I 
am today introducing the Election As­
sistance and Voter Registration Act of 
1972. This legislation would, for the first 
time, make Federal assistance available 
on a wide scale to local jurisdictions 
charged with administering elections 
involving Federal offices in order to help 
assure that those elections are con­
ducted efficiently. It also proposes 
changes in absentee voting and voter 
enrollment procedures designed to make 
voting more convenient for all of our 
citizens. 

The frustrating delays in New York 
City were brought about in part by last­
minute changes in the order in which 
candidates names were to appear on 
ballots at each polling place. The board 
of elections had neither the personnel 
nor the financial resources to cope fully 
with such a situation. But there were 
more difficulties than just those grow­
ing directly out of the change in ballots. 
As an economy measure, polling places 
had been consolidated prior to the elec-
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tion, adding fmther to crowding and 
confusion. A New York Times editorial 
summed up the resulting "electoral mud­
dle" as follows: 

To vote at all in last Tuesday's primaries 
in the city reflected a triumph of citizen de­
termination over official bungling and petti­
foggery. The ballots were unnecessarily con­
fusing. Machines jammed. Polling places were 
hard to find. Once found, they were often 
inadequately staffed. Voters at some of the 
worst precincts had to wait in line until 
midnight to register their preferences. 

To help eliminate these extensive elec­
tion "snafus," the legislation I am pro­
posing would permit the granting of 
Federal funds and the assignment of 
Federal personnel on request and on 
the basis of demom;trated need to assist 
local jurisdictions to hold elections in­
volving Federal offices, including con­
gressional seats. The Federal funds of­
fered by this legislation could be used to 
provide more and better election ma­
chines, polling places, election workers 
and training, or whatever local officials 
might reasonably determine would help 
eliminate election difficulties. To solve 
the problem of too few competent per­
sonnel to administer elections, speciaUy 
training Federal supervisory personnel 
could also be requested by local election 
officials. 

Another section of this proposed legis­
lation would assure absentee balloting 
in congressional primaries. In many 
States and congressional districts, victory 
in a primary is tantamount to election. 
In such areas, primaries are far more 
critical than general elections, yet in 
many State citizens are cut off from 
exercising their voting rights because 
they are ill or must travel outside the 
election district in which they are eligi­
ble to vote on primary day, because ab­
sentee voting in primaries is not per­
mitted or is extremely difficult. 

The Election Assistance and Voter 
Registration Act of 1972 would remedy 
this unjust hindrance to voting by re­
quiring that absentee balloting be per­
mitted in Federal elections and by pro­
viding simple procedw·es for that to be 
accomplished. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, my proposed leg­
islation would encourage States and local 
jurisdictions to expand and streamline 
their voter registration efforts by pro­
viding funds and technical assistance for 
that purpose. In this respect, my pro­
posal is similar to legislation introduced 
in the Senate by Senator EDWARD KEN­
NEDY, S. 3420, the Registration Assist­
ance Act of 1972. A special category of 
Federal grants would be provided to 
States and local jurisdictions that adopt 
simple voter registration by postal card. 

A special Election Assistance and Voter 
Registration Administration is created 
in the Bureau of the Census to carry out 
these provisions and to monitor the con­
duct of Federal elections throughout the 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, voter participation has 
steadily diminished in this country. In 
1968, 40 percent of the eligible popu­
lation did not vote in the presidential 
elections. Of that 40 percent, 47 million 
people, about 30 million were not reg­
istered. In short, more voters sat out the 
election than voted for the winner in a 

presidential election in which the margin 
of victory was less than a million votes. 

This November we face a particularly 
decisive election in view of the impor­
tant issues that face the Nation. It is 
especially important that we act now to 
eliminate obstacles that make voting a 
chore, that discourage voters from par­
ticipating in elections, and that make the 
electoral process less than a true reflec­
tion of the attitudes and desires of all 
the American people. 

If we are to increase voter participa­
tion, we can no longer permit or expect 
voters to face long waiting lines, to 
wrestle with inoperative machines, to be 
pushed aside by misinformed and un­
trained election workers, to be confused 
by highly complex ballots, or to be dis­
couraged from voting by elaborate and 
restrictive registration and absentee bal­
loting requirements. The Election As­
sistance and Voter Registration Act of 
1972 would go a long way toward elim­
inating such problems and improving the 
efficiency and convenience of elections in 
this country. It would thereby help as­
sure fuller, more satisfying participation 
in our Federal elections, and I urge my 
colleagues in the Congress to join me in 
seeking its prompt enactment. 

Voters simply cannot be so inconven­
ienced by inadequate election facilities, 
personnel, and procedures that they be­
come discouraged from participating in 
the electoral process and distrustful of 
election results. That has been going on 
far too long in many jurisdictions, and 
we must do everything possible once and 
for all to rid elections of frustrating in­
efficiencies that stifle and deter voting. 

Mr. Speaker, a section-by-section 
summary of the Election Assistance and 
Voter Registration Act of 1972 follows: 
SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY, H .R. -­

Title: "Election Assistance and Voter Reg­
istration Act of 1972." 

Section 2. Amends Title 13 of the United 
States Code by adding a new Chapter ( 11) : 

Section 401. Definitions. Defines "elec­
tion" to include primary, special, and gen­
eral elections in whole or part for Federal 
office and any election of national conven­
tion delegates or caucuses for selecting dele­
gates. "State" includes the District of Co­
lumbia ·and any political subdivision of a 
State of the United States. 

Section 402. Establishes a bipartisan, three­
member Election Assistance and Voter Reg­
istration Administration in the Bureau of 
the Census appointed by the President to 
administer the Act. 

Section 403. Duties and powers of the Ad­
ministration include providing grants to 
carry out and improve voter registration and 
the conduct of election, to provide assistance 
upon request of State officials concerning 
voter registration and election problems gen­
erally, to collect, analyze, and publish in­
formation on elections in the United States, 
and to appoint and pay for staff and facilities. 
An annual report to the President and Con­
gress is required. 

Section 404. Authorizes assistance by grant, 
contract, or other arrangement in accord 
with subsequent sections of the Act. 

Section 405. Authorizes grants and other 
necessary assistance to ensure efficient and 
convenient conduct of elections. Grants are . 
limited to 10¢ per potential voter in a given 
jurisdiction or $35,000, whichever is greater. 

Section 406. Authorizes grants to conduct 
and increase voter registration. Grants are 
limited to the total direct cost of voter regis­
tration in a given jurisdiction. 

Section 407. Authorizes grants to mod­
ernize voter registration procedures. Grants 
are limited to one-half cent per potential 
voter or $15,000, whichever is greater. 

Section 408. Authorizes grants for imple­
mentation of simplified voter registration by 
postal card, and limits such grants to the 
full direct cost of preparing and processing 
such cards. 

Section 409. Authorizes technical assist­
ance further the purposes of the act, includ­
ing assistance in developing programs for the 
prevention and control of election fraud. 

Section 410. Requires that persons absent 
from voting residence or physically unable to 
vote in person be entitled to vote by absen­
tee ballot, and provides a simplified proce­
dure for such absentee balloting. Authorizes 
such assistance to State and local jurisdic­
tions as may be needed to carry out absentee 
balloting procedures. 

Section 411. Established requirements for 
grant applications including fiscal controls, 
auditing, and reporting. 

Section 412. Authorizes Election Assistance 
and Voter Registration Administration to 
issue rules and regulations. 

Section 3. Amends Section 5316 of Title 5 
to include members of the Election Assist­
ance and Voter Registration Administration 
under Level V of the Executive Pay Schedule 
(basic pay, $28,000). 

Section 4. Authorizes such sums as are 
needed to carry out the Act. 

NEED FOR "INCOME DISREGARD" 
TO SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY BEN­
EFIT INCREASES 
(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and' to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, as mat­
ters now stand October 3, 1972, will be 
a day of bitter disappointment for many 
senior citizens rather than a day of im­
provement and hopes, as Congress in­
tended. 

October 3, 1972, is the day when social 
security recipients will receive their first 
social secUlity check containing the ben­
efit increases passed recently by the Con­
gress and approved by the President. In 
the case of the many thousands of Amer­
icans whose total incomes, including so­
cial secw·ity, are so modest or whose 
health circumstances are such that they 
also receive other benefits, such as 
medicaid, aid to the blind and totally dis­
abled, or old age benefits, the increase in 
their social security benefits will be ac­
companied by corresponding decreases in 
their other benefits. In some instances, 
they may lose one or more of these other 
benefits altogether. The result for these 
individuals will be not a net increase 
in income, as Congress intended in rais­
ing social security benefits, but no in­
crease or even a net decrease in income. 

In New York City alone, unless some­
thing is done at least 10,000 elderly peo­
ple will be excluded from receiving old 
age assistance because the increase in so­
cial security benefits will raise their in­
come above the old age assistance eligi­
bility level. Fifteen thousand will no 
longer qualify for medicaid, and an ad­
ditional 23,000 will have to begin paying 
for drugs and certain medical services 
and devices which they currently re­
ceive as benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an emergency 
situation which requires immediate ac-
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tion by the Congress, and I am today in­
troducing legislation which would reme­
dy what is surely an oversight by Con­
gress resulting from the suddenness with 
which the social security benefits in­
crease was brought before the House as a 
Senate rider to the debt ceiling bill. 

The two bills I am introducing would 
require the States to pass on the full 
amount of any increase in social security 
benefits as a result of the recently en­
acted social security amendments either 
by ignoring such increases in computing 
eligibility for other types of benefits or 
by any other method a State might deem 
appropriate. One of the two bills im­
poses this requirement with regard to 
veterans' benefits; the other imposes it 
with regard to such benefits as medicaid, 
old age benefits, aid to dependent chil­
dren, and other benefits funded under 
the Social Security Act other than, of 
course, social security retirement bene­
fits. 

Mr. Speaker I am sure no Member of 
this House will want to be a party to the 
cruel disappointment that so many so­
cial security recipients will face in Octo­
ber unless these "income disregard" re­
quirements are enacted between now and 
then. The Congress established the prin­
ciple of income disregard by permitting 
the States to ignore the 1971 social se­
curity increase in computing eligibility 
for other types of benefits. Unfortunate­
ly, unless mandated to do so, many States 
will not be able to resist cutting other 
benefits in amounts equaling the so­
cial security benefits increase, thereby 
turning more of the cost of these pro­
grams over to the Federal Government, 
and nullifying the decision of Congress 
to provide badly needed additional 
spending power for our hard-pressed 
senior citizens. So I urge the distin­
guished chairman and members of the 
Ways and Means Committee to take up 
and act favorably on the "income disre­
gard" legislation I have introduced to­
day, and I hope all my colleagues in the 
House who displayed their interest in 
the plight of our senior citizens by vot­
ing for the social security increases will 
now join me in supporting this emer­
gency legislation to make those increases 
a reality for all social security recipients. 

HEARINGS ON THE OCCUPATIONAL 
SAFETY AND HEALTH ACT 

(Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, there has been a great deal of 
discussion surrounding the operation of 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
of 1970 since the promulgated standards 
took effect last year. This has been of 
some surprise to those of my colleagues 
who worked for several years to draft an 
equitable law that would gain consensus 
in both bodies while achieving our real 
intent: to insure a safe and healthful 
environment for the Nation's workers. 

It is ·apparent that there is a lack of 
accurate information about the law and 
its provisions. But what is worse is the 
plethora of misinformation and rampart 

rumor about OSHA. Out of this confu­
sion have come numerous accusations 
from all the affected groups and a re­
sulting rush to modify the law. 

I believe that it is very important for 
us to pause at this point and listen to 
all the voices who are speaking for and 
about OSHA, and to examine the sub­
stance of the proposed administrative 
and legislative changes. 

As chairman of the Select Subcom­
mittee on Labor, I have scheduled 5 days 
of hearings on September 13, 14, 19, 20, 
and 21. This is in keeping with my June 
15 commitment on the House floor dur­
ing the Labor-HEW Appropriations de­
bate. A letter to this effect has been 
mailed out today to all Members. Any 
Member who wishes to request time to 
testify or who wishes to submit a state­
ment should contact the subcommittee 
staff. 

VETO OF DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
AND HEW APPROPRIATIONS 

(Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD asked and 
was given permission to extend his re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and to 
include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday President Nixon vetoed the 
Departments of Labor and Health, Edu­
cation, and Welfare appropriations bill 
on the grounds that it represented "a 
perfect example of ... reckless Federal 
spending." 

While I share the President's deep 
concern over the critical problem of in­
flation, I find his reasoning for the veto 
of this crucial legislation both illogical 
and indefensible. During the presidential 
campaign in 1968, Richard Nixon pro­
claimed that the one area that could not 
be shortchanged by the Federal Govern­
ment was education. Yet, since Mr. 
Nixon's election, we have witnessed three 
vetoes of vital health and education ap­
propriation bills. 

Those of us in Congress who supported 
this bill certainly agree with the Presi­
dent that excessive Government spend­
ing must be cut in the effort to curb 
inflation. During the last few years, . I 
believe that Congress has demonstrated 
a conscientious effort to reevaluate what 
our national priorities should be and to 
enact legislation in accordance with 
these priorities. 

Congress has shown its willingness to 
cut back in several areas. In June, the 
House-passed version of the military 
procurement authorization bill reduced 
the Department of Defense's budget re­
quest by $1.56 billion. And most recently, 
the House voted to cut over $120 million 
in questionable programs of U.S. foreign 
military assistance. But the President's 
message completely ignored the fact that 
Congress has already cut the Federal 
budget by more than the $1.8 billion that 
was added to the Labor-HEW appro­
priations bill. 

The amount of funding Congress has 
appropriated in recent years for health 
and education programs expresses the 
strong commitment of both Houses to 
the serious needs of health and educa­
tion. We have recognized that any at­
tempts to sacrifice programs in these 

areas are indeed efforts at false econ­
omy. Thus, contrary to the President's 
charges of "reckless spending" I would 
maintain that Congress has been care­
fully working to redirect our spending, 
not to increase it at reckless levels. 

The President has failed to realize that 
cuts in Federal education and health 
programs inevitably force a greater and 
greater burden upon State and local 
governments which only tends to negate 
any anti-inflationary effects of these 
cuts. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would 
like to relate the impact of this veto to 
the crisis in education in my own State 
of Michigan. 

The State of Michigan has increased 
per pupil expenditures from $715 in 1968 
to $1,148 in 1971. This was a 60-percent 
increase. The State received $30,677,000 
in title I Federal assistance in 1968 and 
$41,359,000 in 1971, an increase of only 
35 percent. The difference in effort has 
resulted in an increased burden on the 
local taxpayers to educate those who are 
most difficult to educate. 

Michigan has had an increase of chil­
dren receiving welfare assistance from 
145,700 to 281,200 between 1966 and 1971, 
an increase of 93 percent. As pointed out 
before, title I only provided a 35 percent 
increase in that time span. Therefore, 
because the schools in the State are re­
taining more and more of the poor, the 
cost of operating and supporting systems 
has brought on an extra burden to local 
taxpayers. 

In 1972, the Federal Government will 
grant moneys to the State of Michigan 
for title I, based on a count of approxi­
mately 326,500 poor children. The 1970 
census indicates that the State has 
428,262 children at or near the poverty 
level. The bill, which was vetoed by the 
President, would have provided $64,234,-
000 compared to $55,196,000 in fiscal year 
1972. 

The State has a potential need of 
$9,337,000 to offset local taxes paid to 
educate 36,618 children in rural and city 
schools in the State who live in federally 
subsidized housing. The House provision 
in H.R. 15417 would have begun to relieve 
some of that tax burden from the home­
owner's shoulders. This money comes to 
local school districts unencumbered and 
would have been used for maintenance 
and operating expenses. The House rec­
ommendations would have provided an 
additional $362,000, not a cut of $1,400,-
000 as the President's estimate proposed 
to do. Is this fiscally responsible to put 
over a million dollar bite into the Michi­
gan taxpayers' budgets? To put an addi­
tion $200 million burden on school dis­
tricts nationally? 

The President speaks of inflation and 
the gains in the economic situation at the 
national level, but look at what is hap­
pening at the State level. The veto of the 
Labor-HEW appropriations budget by 
the President will have particularly ad­
verse effects on the compensatory edu­
cation programs in several States. The 
title I distribution formula has a built-in 
1~1echanism for taking care of the needs 
of school districts whose concentrations 
of poor children has increased since 1966. 
This mechanism works by redistributing 
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the title I dollars on the basis of the in­
creases in numbers of children in im­
poverished families where there are de­
pendent children. Michigan's count of 
such children increased from 148,837 in 
1971 to 194,106 in 1972. Michigan was 
entitled to nearly $8 million additional 
dollars for the coming year under the 
House bill. But Michigan was not alone. 
Florida was entitled to $1,206,000; Geor­
gia to $6,427,000; Ohio to $7,415,000; 
Texas to $8,305,000; and North Carolina 
to $3,079,000 of increases. 

Not only did the President's action 
wreck havoc with the expanded programs 
the districts in these States were plan­
ning for the coming year, but it also will 
wreck havoc with their already depleted 
resources to finance the regular school 
programs. These districts, operating on 
a continuing resolution, usually spend at 
80 percent of last year's level. That 
means the district must either reduce the 
programs through staff, service, and or 
salary cuts of up to 30 percent, or run 
the risk of continuing to provide the full 
program to these children out of the 
local taxpayer's revenues. It is the latter 
course that most school boards will cou­
rageously follow, hoping fervently that 
the Congress will muster up enough 
courage and votes to give these children 
the Federal revenues necessary to meet 
their basic educational needs. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it particularly up­
setting that the present administration­
after its economic policies for the last 
3% years have failed, dismally-has 
chosen to wage its fight against inflation 
at the expense of our health and educa­
tion needs rather than at the expense of 
superfluous aircraft or obsolete missile 
systems. 

THE "MISSING" ENERGY CHAPTER 
FROM THE REPORT OF THE COUN­
CIT.. ON ENVmONMENTAL QUALITY 
<Mr. FRASER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the Na­
tional Environmental Policy Act of 
1969-Public Law 91-190, 83 Stat. 852, 
42 U.S.C. 4341-requires the President to 
report annually to the Congress on the 
environment. The law specifies that this 
report shall set forth, among other 
things: 

(2) current and foreseeable trends in the 
quality, management and utilization of such 
environments and the effects of those trends 
on the social, economic, and other require­
ments of the Nation; (3) the adequacy of 
available natural resources for fulfilling hu­
man and economic requirements of the Na­
tion . . . ( 5) a program for remedying the 
deficiencies of existing programs and activi­
ties, together with recommendations for 
legislation. 

Nowhere in the environmental quality 
report sent to Congress last week by the 
President was the issue of national 
energy policy adequately dealt with. 
Energy--clean energy-is perhaps the 
most important environmental issue to­
day. We must face squarely the inherent 
conflict between spiraling energy con­
sumption and pollution control. To do 

this, we need a full ventilation of the 
.issues and of the alternatives. 

Last week the press reported that three 
chapters had been deleted from the en­
vironmental quality report prepared for 
the President by the Council on Environ­
mental Quality--CEQ. The White House 
and the Office of Management and Budg­
et, according to newspaper accounts, de­
cided that the sections on energy, re­
cycling, and management of the Dela­
ware River Basin were "politically sensi­
tive" and should be withheld until after 
the election. 

CEQ has responded that the chapters 
in question are "rough draft reports" of 
a "preliminary nature," that they require 
further work, and that possibly one chap­
ter, or two, may be ready for publication 
on or about November 1. 

The annual environmental report is 
incomplete without meaningful consid­
eration of the energy question. More im­
portant is the fact that a report on this 
politically sensitive issue may not be 
available before the election. Wednesday, 
hearings on the CEQ report were held be­
fore the House Public Health and En­
vironment Subcommittee. Chairman 
RoGERs raised the question of the need of 
Congress for an arm to evaluate na­
tional environmental policy-a body that 
could give Congress and the people iii­
formed views on national policy issues 
without executive censorship. 

My experience on the Foreign Affairs 
Committee indicates that our question­
ing of administration witnesses seldom 
uncovers the alternatives debated within 
the executive branch before the admin­
istration closes ranks around its final de­
cision. We are often unaware that op­
tions existed. If Congress is to subject 
the administration's policies to the criti­
cal review that our national welfare re­
quires, we must be aware of the options. 
And for this we need competent 
advisers. 

After Senator McGovERN charged the 
White House with suppressing the chap­
ters in question, CEQ made a few copies 
available to the public, to be read in their 
offices at 722 Jackson Place, NW., across 
from the White House. 

My constituents should have access to 
this report on national energy policy. It 
touches on such sensitive topics as the 
pricing of electricity and conservation of 
fuels. The fact that the chapter in its 
present form does not have unqualified 
administration endorsement does not de­
tract from its usefulness. In fact, it may 
add to it. 

The following excerpts from the en­
ergy chapter are reconstructed from 
notes taken by a member of my staff, 
who read the missing chapters, in ac­
cordance with executive branch ground 
rules, in the CEQ conference room: 

:tNTRODUCTION 

"In the past one hundred years, the na­
tion's total consumption of energy has mul­
tiplied seventeen-fold, and this accelerating 
trend is expected to continue. Unfortunately, 
energy consumption now causes damage to 
the environment from the extraction of the 
resource to its ultimate conversion into use­
ful energy. And as our use of energy has mul­
tiplied, so have the attendant environmental 
impacts. These side effects of energy con-

.sumption are a serious problem and a .major 
public concern. 

"This chapter examines the factors under­
lying our increasing demands for all energy. 
"It also considers the particularly rapid growth 
in demand for electrical energy. For this rea­
son, it examines the major systems which 
convert the raw energy resources into elec­
tricity and the environmental impacts of 
these alternative electrical energy systems. 
The chapter then discusses the major ave­
nues open to us to halt environmental deg­
radation associated with the generation of 
electricity and provides a preliminary assess­
ment of the increased cost of electrical energy 
with environmental controls. Finally, it set.s 
forth a methodology to help analyze nation­
al energy policy issues. . . • 

"THE DEMAND FOR ENERGY" 

U.S. consumption of energy in 1971 was al­
most 71 mi111on billion (70 x 1015) BTU's. 

The productivity of our economy "has been 
substantially increased by energy intensive 
tools .... " There is a strong relationship be­
·tween energy consumption and standard of 
living. 

The following table shows: "Market Satu­
ration-Percent of Homes with these Electri­
cal Appliances." The table figures show a 
marked increase in percentage from 1960-70: 

Appliance 

Electric range _______________ _ 
Air conditioner--------------­
Dishwasher------------------Vacuum cleaner _____________ _ 
Washer ___ -------------------
Dryer ••• _______ -------------
TV ___ -----------------------

Percentage of homes with 
this appliance 

1960 

37.3 
15.1 
7.1 

74.3 
85.4 
19.6 
89.4 

1970 

55.5 
40.6 
26.5 
92.0 
92.1 
44.6 

141.2 

". • . Residential consumer decisions to use 
more electricity are certainly influenced by 
the fact that it is not very costly .... These 
trends in the residential sector are also seen 
in the commercial sector, where increased 
use of electricity for all types of appliances 
is growing without any end in sight." 

Our transportation system relies increas­
ingly on energy. Twenty-four percent of all 
energy consumed in the nation is used t9 
transport people and materials. Of this, 55% 
is used by automobiles, 21% by trucks, 8% 
by aircraft, 3% by railroads, and the re­
mainder by other modes of transportation 
(buses, pipelines, etc.) 

". • . In every area of transportation there 
is a growing demand for more energy, and 
this trend is likely to continue unless the 
cost of energy rises dramatically. There is 
now more than one automobile for every two 
people .•. 

••. • . Indeed, industry is the largest con­
sumer of energy today." 

Manufacturing production has more than 
doubled from 1950 to 1968. The number of 
man-hours worked has risen only from 23,717 
million to 28,287 million-a worker-produc­
tivity increase of 85%. 

". . . Capital and energy intensive proc­
esses have replaced human labor, partly be­
cause energy has been inexpensive compared 
with wages ... 

"One other major trend in energy demand 
must be emphasized-the escalation in the 
use of electricity. Its consumption is growing 
at a. rate of 7% annually, or twice as fast 
as all other energy use. . . • 

"Both total energy use and our rising de­
pendence on electricity are largely due to 
the low cost of energy. Because energy is not 
expensive, home owners and industry are 
increasing their consumption. • • . Hence, 
the task of policy makers is to plan for 
energy supply systems that can meet these 
needs with the least damage to the environ-· 
ment ••• 
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"An energy system has six components: ex­

t raction, processing, transportation, conver­
sion, transmission and consumption ••. " 

Man, historically, first relied on his own 
muscle strength as an energy source. He sub­
sequently learned to make fire, wind, water 
and beasts of burden work for him. In the 
nin eteenth century, wood was the principal 
energy source. 

Today we rely on fossil fuels. In the future, 
perhaps we will rely on nuclear power. 

"Coal is this country's most abundant 
energy resource and it will continue to be 
an important contributor of energy to 1985 
and beyond ... 

"Oil is estimated to remain the major 
energy source from 1970 to 1985, increasing 
from 42.5% of total energy resources in 
1970 to 46.9% in 1985. Measured in absolute 
terms, oil use in 1985 is estimated to be dou­
ble that of 1970 ... 

"Natural gas demand from 1970 to 1985 
is expected to be great, but domestic sup­
plies are limited. Natural gas availability 
will be high~y dependent upon pricing poli­
cies and our longer term ability to get more 
gas with stimulation techniques or coal 
gasification. It is also expected that natural 
gas will decline in relative significance as a 
component of total energy supply .•. 

"Nuclear power will be used at an ever 
increasing rate between now and 1985. By 
then, it is estimated to be 15% of total 
energy-all in the form of electric power. . ." 

New systems are emerging. " ... the extent 
of their use is largely unknown today . . . 

"The factors governing these expected 
changes in the energy mix are complex. His­
torically, both supply and ultimate price 
have been major factors in the demand for 
each resource. And relative price, which leans 
heavily on technology, resource availability 
and, to an unprecedented degree on environ­
ment.al protection, . also will figure in any 
future use of energy sources ... 

". • . natural resource shortages are not 
likely tc limit energy supply in the long­
term." Our coal supply will last for hundreds 
of years if we can control the environmental 
impacts of its use. Breeder reactors can ex­
tend C"ur uranium supply almost indefinitely. 

". . . And in the short-run, the United 
States wm h.ave to import considerably more 
energy in the form of oil and natural gas; 
which could strain our balance of payments 
and make us more dependent on insecure 
sources of supply . . . · 

"The real questions about energy avail­
t~-bility for the future are, can we plan for 
and build the energy systems we will need, 
and how much will energy cost, both in eco­
nomic resources and environmental qual­
ity? ... 

"WHAT ENERGY CONSUMPTION DOES TO THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

"Few realize the degree to which energy 
systems affect the environment although 
many are aware of damages from specific 
energy activities. Converting fossil and nu­
clear fuels lnto energy leads to air pollution~ 
water pollution, solid waste generation, land 
disruption and aesthetic degradation. Auto­
motive air pollution, thermal discharges to 
lakes and streams, and land destruction by 
surface mining typify the diverse environ­
mental damages of energy consumption. 
Energy is central to most things we do­
transportation, manufacturing, and house­
hold conveniences-but environmental deg­
radation is the price we pay .... 

"AIR POLLUTION 

...... energy systems account for over 72 % 
of the total of--- [sic] tons of air pollut­
ants. Emissions from the combustion of 
fossil fuels in transportation--diesel oil and 
gas-are the largest source of air pollution. 
The second biggest group includes emis­
sions from powerplants and from the use 
of fuels th.at generate heat. These two groups 
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account for over two-thirds of all air pol­
lution by weight ..• 

"WATER POLLUTION 

"Industrial processes, rather than energy 
production, account for the major share of 
oxygen demanding wastes (BOD) and other 
physical and chemical forms f water pollu­
tion." 

Various forms of water pollu · ion resulting 
from energy production are: oL spills, brine 
generated by oil extractions, acid mine 
drainage and siltation from coal extraction, 
and thermal discharges from electric power­
plants. 

LAND POLLUTION 

Surface mining has affect ed over three 
million acres of land. Two-thirds of this 
area needs to be reclaimed. Forty-one per­
cent of the total area affected has resulted 
from energy fuels extraction. 

Deep mining has resulted in subsidence of 
land over mined-out areas. Nine million 
acres have been undermined by deep coal 
mines. 

" ... And by the year 2000, over thirty mil­
lion acres may be damaged by all min1ng, if 
reclamation is not undertaken. That is an 
area as big as the states of Maine, Massa­
chusetts, Rhode Island and Connecticut to­
gether." 

By the year 2000, the land area used by 
overhead transmission lines will be 8.5 mil­
lion acres- " ... an area larger than Delaware 
and Maryland comlbined ..• 

"SOLID WASTES 

"Energy consumption also generates solid 
wastes. Of the estimated total of 4.3 billion 
tons of solid waste produced annually, min­
ing wastes account for almost 40% of it, 
with coal mining a big offender ... " 

Furthermore, solid wastes can catch fire, 
thus adding to air pollution. These wastes, 
through ground runoff or leaching, can also 
impair surface or ground water quality. 

". . . In 1970, electric power generation 
from nuclear plants produced about 100,000 
gallons of high level radioactive solid wastes. 
By the year 2000, this may increase to 6 mil­
lion gallons annually. These wastes must be 
permanently stored because they can remain 
highly radioactive for thousands of years and 
present a very long-term, environmental 
hazard. A search for a national repository for 
these wastes is currently underway, but no 
acceptable site has yet been found. Also one 
million cubic feet of low level radioactive 
wastes were buried in 1970 and the quantity 
will triple by 1980 .... 

"ELECTRIC POWER ALTERNATIVES! THEIR 
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

"Because energy consumption is a major 
contributor to environmental degradation, 
political decisions on future sources, con­
version processes and mixes of energy sys­
tems must be carefully charted. Environ­
mental impact data must ~ developed for 
total energy systems. . . . For example, one 
fu~l may cause twice as much total par­
ticulate emissions as another, but supply 
four times the energy .... 

"This chapter evaluates the environmental 
impacts of electric power generating systems 
to illustrate how the analysis can be done 
and what results to expect .... " 

A 1000 megawatt MWe plant operating at 
85 % capacity for one year-typical of elec­
tric powerplants now being built-is taken 
as the basis of comparison. "It generates 
nearly 7.5 billion kilow .J.tt.-hours annually or 
enough to meet the demands of a city of 1.3 
million people." 

COAL 

The extraction process results in disturbed 
land, solid wastes, and water pollution. 
Processing produces solid wastes, water and 
air pollution. Transportation of coal involves 
air pollution from railroad train engines, 
land used by railroad right-of-way, and hu-

man fatalities from accidents. The conver­
sion process pollutes the air (SOx, NOx, and 
particulates) and results in solid wastes and 
thermal discharges to water. Transmission 
of energy produced by coal entails line 
rights-of-way. 

OIL 

". . . Thus for oil-fueled electric power 
systems, the major land impacts are from 
transmission lines and domestic transport. 
The major sources of water pollution are 
off-shore oil extraction and oil transport, 
while air emissions are a problem primarily 
at the powerplant and the refinery .... " 

GAS 

Natural gas causes the least damage to the 
environment. 

''NUCLEAR 

"Uranium ore is extracted surface [sic] 
or underground mining after which it is 
concentrated in a complex process called 
milling. Because of the high energy value of 
uranium, relatively little land is affected in 
supplying the annual needs of a 1000 MEe 
powerplant. 

"After milling, the concentrate is chem­
ically converted, enriched, and fabricated. 
Also, spent fuel from the powerplant is re­
processed and then reintroduced into the 
enrichment operation. These processing 
steps generally occur at different sites so 
that transportation is required. The enrich­
ment operation in particular causes signifi­
cant radioactive emissions to the air. Also, 
solid wastes pose a disposal problem. 

"As for transportation segments, the 
major environmental hazard is the poten­
tial of an accident. Because the fuels and 
wastes are very compact, there are few other 
transportation impacts. 

"After the fuel is fabricated, it is ' trans­
ported to the powerplant where the elec­
tricity is produced. At the powerplant, there 
are radioactive emissions to air and water, 
and considerable waste heat emissions to 
water. And, for the nuclear fuel ·system in 
particular, the transmission line rights-of­
way are the dominant land use. 

"Thus, the processing steps, and especial­
ly enrichment, are the largest sources ·of 
high level radioactive solid wastes and ra­
dioactive emissions to air. The powerplant 
produces less radioactive emissions but is 
responsible for considerable thermal dis-· 
charges to water." 

There is difficulty comparing diverse cate­
gories of energy. More sophisticated method­
ologies and lndeces are needed. 

" ... Table IV summarizes these environ­
mental impact data for each electrical pow­
er system without environmental controls." 

Severity ranking key: 
5=serious, 4=signiflcant, 3=moderate, 

2 = small, 1 =negligible, O=none. 

System Air Water Solid land 
classification impact impact wastes impact 

Coal:. 

g:~c~~~~===== 5 3 3 
5 4 5 

Oil: Onshore _______ 3 3 1 2 ocs__ __ ___ ____ 3 4 1 1 Imports _______ 3 4 1 1 
Natural gas __ __ __ 2 1 0 2 Nuclear__ ___ __ ___ 2 4 4 2 

This severity-ranking index ls acknowl­
edged to be the subjective view of CEQ. 

" ... While conventional water pollution 
from the nuclear power system is also low, 
but [sic] it does produce some radioactive 
emissions and about fifty percent more waste 
heat than any of the other systems. This 
large heat load, rather than the radioactive 
discharges, accounts for its high severity 
rating .•• 

" .•• The nuclear system produces little 
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solid waste but some of it is highly radioac­
tive. This is the reason for its high severity 
rating .•• 

" .•• Comparing a nuclear power system 
and the fossil fuel alternatives points up 
several important environmental tradeoffs. 
It highlights the difficulty of identifying the 
most desirable system when the impacts of 
each system are very different. 

"A nuclear power system requires a very 
small quantity of fuel and, consequently, 
only limited extraction and transportation. 
Because these activities are the largest 
sources of occupational deaths and injuries, 
the nuclear power system causes few deaths 
and injuries. Also, there is little land dis­
ruption either for extraction or transporta­
tion rights-of-way. Because the nuclear sys­
tem requires no refining or combustion, there 
are literally no emissions of our most com­
mon air pollutants-sulfur oxides and par­
ticulates. There are, however, low levels of 
radioactive discharges which are persistent 
in all media and which, at high levels, are 
known to be harmful to all forms of life. 
Radioactive and extremely long-lived, these 
solid wastes must be monitored constantly, 
even after burial. Also, because nuclear 
plants are less efficient, thermal discharges 
to receiving waters are about fifty percent 
greater than for any of the fossil fuel sys­
tems. Finally, there is a great range of po­
tential accidents from nuclear power plants 
and processing facilities-from very small 
intermittent releases of radioactive materials 
to major reactor malfunction. Should the 
worst type of reactor failure occur, which 
current nuclear plants are designed to avoid, 
the potential for large scale damage to hu­
man health and the ecosystem is vastly 
greater than for fossil fuel systems. 

" . • . Natural gas is by far the least en­
vironmentally damaging of the fossil fuel 
alternatives." (However, current recoverable 
reserves are limited.) 

" •.. In the absence of controls, our most 
abundant resource, coal, causes the widest 
range of environmental damages .••• 

"ENVmONMENTAL CONTROLS FOR EXISTING 
ELECTRIC POWER SYSTEMS 

"Controls are possible to reduce the en­
vironmental damage from electric energy 
production, and in many cases these have 
been mandated by Federal, State and local 
legislative or administrative action." 

Table V shows what can be achieved 
through environmental controls: 

Coal: 

System 
classification 

g~~c~~~~::: : :::::: ::::: 
Oil: 

On-shore. ----- ___ ______ _ _ 
ocs __ __ ______ -------___ _ 
Imports. __ ---- - --- - ---- ­

Natural gas·----- - - - -~ -- - - -Nuclear ----- ___________ __ _ _ 

Percentage change-

Air 
impact 

-88 
-88 

-75 
-75 
-75 

0 
(12) 

Water 
impact 

-91 
-96 

-64 
-48 
-32 
-90 
-90 

Land 
impacts a 

+34.0 
-39.0 

+1.4 
+1.4 
~~.7 

0 

1 A controlled nuclear system emits 396,000 curies to the air, 
or a reduction of 31 percent from existing systems. 

2 A controlled nuclear system emits 54,000 curies to the 
water, or a reduction of 40 percent from existing systems. 

s Land impacts are reduced by reclamation but are increased 
for solid waste disposal. 

... Not included in the table are thermal 
discharges to water, because wet natural 
draft cooling towers at the powerplant in 
each system can virtually eliminate that 
problem ...• 

"THE COST OF ENVmONMENTAL CONTROLS 

"As control techniques are implemented, 
the cost of electric power will rise .... the 
control costs will be significant." 

The cost of coal-based electric power will 
increase about 25% with the implementation 
of control techniques. The costs of nuclear 

and gas-fired systems will increase under 
10% and of oil-fired systems about 20%. 
The percentage increase estimated is in costs 
and not in prices. 

'' .•. as environmental controls are re­
quired, emerging energy systems that are 
expensive now compared to existing alterna­
tives, but are less economically damaging, 
may become more economically attrac­
tive .••. 

". • . These expected changes in the miX 
of energy systems are desirable. They spring 
from an internalization of the environmental 
costs of energy production and consumption. 
Subject to fuel availability, they will stimu­
late use of those energy systems that are 
the least damaging to the environment. . •• 

" ... total energy use also may be affected. 
Put another way, somewhat less energy may 
be used than would be the case without 
controls, and more other products and serv­
ices, which do less inherent environmental 
damage, may be purchased instead. . . . 

"EMERGING ELECTRIC POWER GENERATING 
SYSTEMS 

" ... Assessing the environmental impacts 
of emerging systems is difficult ... but 
must be done before full-scale development 
begins ... 

"Among the many emerging energy sys­
tems, those with the greatest promise for 
use within the next two decades include oil 
shale, coal gasification and stimulation for 
increased gas recovery, as well as several 
types of advanced nuclear power systems. 

"In the longer term, nuclear fusion and 
solar energy systems hold great promise of 
significantly freeing us from our reliance on 
the earth's natural resources." 

HIGH-TEMPERATURE GAS-COOLED REACTOR 

Uses helium as a coolant rather than water. 
Thermal wastes are thus reduced. Because 
the cooling-effect is greater with this type of 
reactor, there is less danger of a major re­
actor accident. A 40 MWe high-temperature 
gas-cooled reactor pilot plant has been in 
operation since 1967. A 330 MWe demonstra­
tion plant is scheduled for operation by the 
end of 1972. 

FAST BREEDER REACTOR 

The liquid fast breeder reactor (LMFBR) 
currently has the highest priority for devel­
opment. It may be in commercial use in 
less than two decades-on a large scale. This 
type of reactor produces 40% more fuel 
than it consumes. This is the principal dif­
ference between the LMFBR and the con­
ventional light water reactor. The fast breed­
er reactor converts uranium into plutonium. 

The projected impact of the LMFBR is 
that there will be a significant reduction in 
total radioactive emissions and thermal dis­
charges. 

". . . However there are several other fac­
tors that warrant careful consideration." 
Theoretically, reactor failure can occur more 
quickly in the LMBFR than in a light water 
fission reactor. The plutonium generated by 
the breeder reactor remains radioactive for 
thousands of years. "; . . safe storage and 
handling techniques are necessary." 

EFFICIENCY 

There are several ways of reducing en­
vironmental problems associated with ener­
gy: one, by putting additional controls on 
existing energy systems; two, by developing 
new systems with fewer environmental prob­
lems; and three, by introducing greater 
efficiency into existing systems.] 

" ... It is apparent ... that each electric 
energy system has a very low overall efti• 
ciency •.. there are large areas for improved 
efficiency, particularly in resource extraction 
and powerplant design .. . . By locating pow­
erplants near industrial complexes, rejected 
heat could be used for industrial process 
heat." 

An energy storage system could be devised 
to offset peak power requirements. 

'' • The graphs also indicate that with 
total production of electric power growing 
rapidly, air and water pollution emissions 
will eventually become more severe than 
they were in 1970-even after implementa­
tion of current control technology. At some 
point, then, even more stringent controls 
will be required just to keep environmental 
quality from declining further. 

"TOWARD AN ENVmONMENTALLY SOUND 
ENERGY POLICY 

". • • The nation's energy demands have 
grown dramatically in the last several dec­
ades, and a number of economic and social 
factors indicate that this trend is likely to 
continue .... 

"With this increase in energy u~e has come 
a tremendous increase in our material well­
being. But the complex, perv~Wive energy sys­
tem which has developed to supply this de­
mand leads to two important interrelated 
effects. First, there has been widespread en­
vironmental damage from energy production 
and consumption. Second, because energy is 
inexpensive and generally fails to take en­
vironmental degradation into aooount, exist­
ing systems are very inefficient. They eon­
stune large quantities of energy resources to 
produce power in convenient forms .... 

"In this period of L"lcreasing energy de­
mand and growing public concern over en­
vironmental degradation, the nation must 
inevitably make a number of important de­
cisions to augment current energy supplies 
while protecting and enhancing environmen­
tal quality ...• 

". . . the costs of various energy systems 
should be determined with environmental 
controls included .... 

" ... The effect of pricP. increases from en­
vironmental controls will nave by far the 
most important impact in encouraging more 
efficient and environmentally desirable forms 
ot energy use in the futu:e. However, for 
evergy consumers to respond to these chang­
ing costs, it is important that government 
actions not restrain market forces. 

"Because it is not always easy for consum.:. 
ers to determine total energy costs for al­
ternative purchases, the Federal Government 
has the role of s·timulating energy conserva­
tion and providing information to the public 

"More difficult, perhaps, are government 
actions to upgrade the efficiency of energy 
systems. . • . Increasing attell.tion must be 
paid to efficiency. The Council believes that 
stepped up efforts to 'mprove the efficiency 
of energy systems can yield significant en­
vironmental and economic benefits. 

"Finally, the Federal Government must 
continue to assess at the national level the 
intpacts of proposed new technologies to 
meet projected energy needs. With the Na ­
tional Environmental Policy ACl;, we already 
have a strong tool to force assessments of the 
environmental impacts of new energy sys-
tems ... . 

" ... Energy is responsible tor a major share 
of our environmental problems, and its inter­
relationship with the quality of the environ­
ment requires a broad policy focus. Rational­
izing energy and environmental considera­
tions is dependent both on consolidating 
Federal energy programs under a Depart­
ment of Natural Resources and on develop­
ing analytic techniques such as those dis­
cussed in this chapter. For without a 
comprehensive institutional base and ade­
quate analytical tools, we will be unable to 
reconcile demands for dependable energy sup­
plies with demands for a higher quality en­
vironment." 

REPORTORIAL RESPONSffiiLITY 

(Mr. PRICE of Tilinois asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in­
clude extraneous matter.) 
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Mr. PRICE of IDinois. Mr. Speaker, as 

many of my colleagues know, for many 
years I was a news correspondent for 
papers in the East St. Louis area and I 
am still a member of the National Press 
Club. It seriously concerns me when I 
uncover bad journalism. 

In the Monday, August 14, 1972, edi­
tion of the Washington Post there was 
an article attributed to the Associated 
Press which stated that the unfortunate 
death of two persons at the Virginia 
Electric & Power Company's nuclear 
plant in Surry, Va., was caused by a nu­
clear accident. The article went on to 
state tha'ii a Mr. Stephens, president of 
the Environmental Action Center, 
claimed that his group knew this to be 
a fact because of information received 
from VEPCO employees and from tests 
on the reactor. 

When I learned of this article, I im­
mediately had the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy staff try to contact Mr. 
Stephens or some other member of his 
Environmental Action Center. What I 
learned was that there is no such group 
as the Environmental Action Center. The 
Joint Committee was unable to contact 
Mr. Stephens at his Alexandria home. 
The staff did contact a Mr. Love from 
Environmental Action,. Inc., and he said 
that Mr. Stephens had been using the 
name of his organization but had no con­
tact with any known reputable environ­
mental group. In the August 14 edition 
of the Star and in the August 15 edition 
of the Washington Post there is essen­
tially a retraction of the original AP 
story. 

It would seem to me that good jour­
nalism would dictate a thorough check 
of such a story. A simple telephone call 
to Mr. Love of Environmental Action, 
Inc., could have averted this erroneous 
report. Such a minor effort would have 
protected the Associated Press from dis­
tributing a story which borders on the 
science fiction put forth by those with 
special interests. These special interests 
include trying to dupe people into sup­
porting nonexistent organizations. This 
is sometimes called fraud. 

The fact of the matter of the unfor­
tunate accident at Surry, Va., is that 
the powerplant recently came on line 
and is still undergoing tests. The reactor 
had been shut down the day before the 
two men were scalded, when a steam 
vent failed. The water was being heated 
by other than nuclear means at that 
time. No radioactivity whatsoever was 
involved. 

Mr. Stephens should be embarrassed, 
as should the reporter who listened to 
him, for the great disservice they did 
this country. 

In order that the Members of this 
body may have the benefit of the facts 
in this case, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in this RECORD a press 
release on this matter issued by the 
Atomic Energy Commission on August 
17, 1972. 

The press release referred to follows: 
PRELIMINARY SUMMARY OF AEC INVESTIGA­

TION OF STEAM ACCIDENT AT SURRY PLANT 

On July 27, 1972, two employees of Vir­
ginia Electric and Power (VEPCO) were 
seriously burned by escaping non-radioactive 

steam at the Company's Surry Nuclear Power 
Station, Surry, Virginia. Both men died with­
in a few days at the Medical College of Vir­
ginia Hospital in Richmond. The Atomic 
Energy Commission's Directorate of Regula­
tory Operation is investigating the accident. 
AEC inspectors were at the site on July 28--30 
and August 3-5 reviewing the details of the 
accident, interviewing VEPCO management 
personnel and reactor operators and other 
employees, and examining pertinent plant 
records. While the AEC investigation is still 
incomplete, preliminary conclusions are as 
follows: 

1. No radiation or contamination was en­
countered or released during the course of 
the accident or as a result of it. 

2. The nuclear operation of the reactor had 
been discontinued on July 26 for mainte­
nance and testing under shutdown condi­
tions in accordance with normal practice and 
did not contribute to the cause or severity of 
the accident. 

3. The accident resulted from a disconnect 
of the decay heat valve nozzle from its ve.nt 
pipe and was a consequence of either inade­
quate design or installation. No weld failures 
have been discovered during the course of 
investigations which are continuing. 

The following pertinent facts relate to the 
accident: 

The Surry I reactor had completed startup 
testing at the 30 percent power test plateau 
(236 Mwe) on July 26 and was shut down 
that evening to conduct maintenance and 
additional testing with the reactor in a shut­
down condition. At 7:15a.m. on July 27, with 
the reactor shut down, the operator planned 
to control the reactor primary coolant tem­
perature by venting steam from the second­
ary (non-radioactive) side of the steam 
generators to the atmosphere (heat was being 
added to the primary coolant system by oper­
ation of the main coolant pumps and reactor 
decay heat). The operator attempted to open 
the two power relief valves which vent sec­
ondary system steam to the atmosphere; 
however, these valves failed to open. Two 
technicians were sent to the equipment room 
where the valves are located to investigate 
the failure. 

The operator initiated venting to the at­
mosphere through the decay heat release 
system. The decay heat release system is 
normally used to dissipate heat from the 
reactor by venting secondary steam to the 
atmosphere after the reactor is shut down. 
When the decay heat release control valve 
was opened, the 4¥2 inch valve discharge 
nozzle disengaged from the 8-inch exhaust 
pipe which vents to the roof of the building. 
The disengagement of the nozzle from the 
vent pipe was caused by the reaction force of 
the steam jet when the decay heat valve was 
actuated. This resulted in the release of non­
radioactive secondary steam to an equipment 
room located between the reactor and tur­
bine buildings. 

The two instrument technicians, who were 
inspecting the power relief valves in this 
room at the time of the occurrence, received 
second and third degree burns over sixty per­
cent of their bodies. No radioactivity was 
released and no personnel exposure to radia­
tion was incurred as a result of the accident. 

Excessive movement of the decay heat 
release system piping had been observed 
and had been reported by the operators dur­
ing earlier plant tests. The problem had 
been scteduled to be corrected during the 
shutdown in which the accident occurred. 

Oorrective actions have been made by 
VEPCO and have been reviewed for adequacy 
by the AEC. These include: securing the valve 
nozzle to the vent pipe, securing the valve 
actuator to wall braces to limit movement, 
and several changes to improve egress from 
the equipment room and control access to 
the room. The plant is expected to resume 
operations in the next day or so. The AEC 

investigation and analysis 1s continuing, and 
a full report will be issued. 

DRUG AMENDMENT PROVES VALUE 
<Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.> 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the deci­
sion by an appeals court in Paraguay to · 
extradite drug trafficker, Auguste Ricord, 
marks an important milestone in interna­
tional narcotics law enforcement. It is an 
action which promises improved coopera­
tion in the future, and which demon­
strates the significance of section 481 of 
the foreign aid program, directing the 
President to cut-off foreign aid to any 
nation which fails to cooperate in com­
bating drug traffic. Though aid was nev­
er actually terminated in this case, this 
provision provided the crucial leverage on 
a Paraguayan Government otherwise re­
luctant to take enforcement action. 

The Ricord case has been pending 
since March 1971, when Ricord was ar­
rested at the request of the U.S. Gov­
ernment for his role as a kingpin in 
Latin American narcotics smuggling op­
erations. Ricord was considered a par­
ticularly valuable catch for his intimate 
knowledge of the "Latin Connection" 
which is to a large degree replacing the 
"French Connection" as the prime 
source of narcotics entering the United 
States. 

Because of Ricord's importance, the 
United States asked for immediate ex­
tradition. Unhappily, no action came as 
Paraguay officials pondered the case for 
more than half a year before the courts 
took up the matter. When the problem 
finally reached the courts, the judge re­
jected the extradition request on the 
grounds that Paraguayan-American ex­
tradition treaty of 1913 did not specifi­
cally mention narcotics. The Ricord case 
was appealed to a higher court but it ap­
peared that Ricord might avoid major 
punishment. 

In April 1972; I wrote to Secretary of 
State Rogers to express my concern over 
the Ricord case. As the author of section 
481, I felt that the failure to extradite 
Ricord was a disregard of the spirit of 
cooperation which this provision was in­
tended to foster. Mr. David M. Abshire, 
Assistant Secretary of State for Congres­
sional Relations, informed me at that 
time that the text of section 481 had been 
"communicated" to the Paraguayan 
Government. 

I feel that the recent decision to ex­
tradite Ricord is in large part the result 
of that "communication." Under the 
threat of a cut-off in U.S. foreign aid, 
and under the pressure of unfavorable in­
ternational publicity, the appeals court 
determined that Ricord was covered by 
the spirit of the 1913 treaty, if not by the 
letter. 

Hopefully, the Ricord extradition will 
mark a significant improvement in co­
operative efforts between the United 
States and all nations which are located 
on the narcotics supply routes. The ex­
tradition of Auguste Ricord does not 
mean that the flow of narcotics into the 
United States wm dry up. However, it 
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does mean that another link has been 
broken. And it means that section 481 of 
the foreign aid program can be an im­
portant tool in combating the illegal drug 
traffic. 

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC 
STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

(Mr. BROWN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to extend his re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and to 
include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
it has been just over a year since the 
President announcej his new economic 
policy, a program designed to curb the 
skyrocketing rate of inflation. 

While all of us recognize that problems 
remain in certain segments of the econ­
omy, the progress is notable and I think 
we should all realize that we are better 
off today than we were a year ago. 

For instance, inflation today is at an 
average annual rate of 2.7 percent. Last 
year at this time it was at an unsatis­
factory average annual rate of nearly 4 
percent. The goal is to get the rate of 
inflation to between 2 and 3 percent and 
I think the administration is well on its 
way toward achieving that mark. I com­
mend the following assessment of the 
economic stabilization program by Cost 
of Living Council Director Donald Rums­
feld and some news articles and edito­
rials to the attention of my colleagues: 
AN ASSESSMENT OF THE PERFORMANCE OF THE 

ECONOMY UNDER THE ECONOMIC STABILIZA­

TION PROGRAM 

(By Donald Rumsfeld, Counsellor to the 
President of the United States and Direc­
tor of the Cost of Living Council) 

THE NEW ECONOMIC POLICY 

Since August 15, 1971, the Administration 
has been pursuing a new economic policy de­
signed to stimulate a vigorous expansion in 
domestic economic activity accompanied by 
a reduction in the pace of price inflation. 
The performance of one of the components of 
the policy mix adopted, the Economic Stabili­
zation Program, should be assessed in terms 
of its ability to stabilize prices and wages, 
without chilling the economic recovery stim­
ulated by expansionary fiscal and monetary 
policies. 

THE ECONOMIC SITUATION LAST YEAR 

Such an assessment must begin by review­
ing the economic picture one year ago. First, 
although employment, productivity and out­
put had begun to rise, the pace of the re­
covery was not satisfactory. There was, there­
fore, a need to provide greater economic 
stimulus for the economy to reduce unem­
ployment and achieve a rate of output growth 
closer to the production potential of the 
economy. 

Second, although the rate of inflation had 
been declining for more than two years, prices 
were still rising at an unsatisfactory rate 
near 4 percent. The dominant view was that 
the continuing inflation was mainly the re­
sult of cost increases forcing up prices, pro­
viding the necessity for further cost and 
price increases on a self-sustaining basis. 
Support for this view of the process was 
drawn from evidence of continuing large 
wage and labor cost increases under new col­
lective bargaining agreements and continu­
ing increases in wholesale industrial prices. 

There was, consequently, widespread con­
cern that additional stimulus applied to the 
economy would simply be dissipated in ris­
ing inflation with little impact on real out­
put and employment. 

It was against this background that the 
freeze was imposed and the post-freeze sys­
tem of controls was developed. Both the 
freeze and the Phase II controls were de­
signed to break the inflation psychology and 
to limit wage and price increases to rates 
compatible w1th a gradual return to full em­
ployment coupled with price stability. 
PROGRESS UNDER THE STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

The freeze was successful. It met with 
broad public support and voluntary coop­
eration. However, the freeze was too rigid 
and inflexible to be maintained for an ex­
tended period of time. A more flexible and 
equitable system was necessary to permit 
necessary market adjustments, efficient op­
eration of the economy, and expansion in 
production and employment. 

As we approach the first anniversary of 
the new economic policy, a review of devel­
opments in prices, production and employ­
ment over the past year provides some insight 
into the program's success. 

PRICES 

The overall evidence on the price-front 
clearly indicates that substantial progress 
has been achieved in reducing the rate of in­
flation. The term "overall evidence" is used 
because the appraisal is complicated by the 
sharp break in price trends generated by the 
freeze. 

Prices were subject to a 90-day freeze after 
August and this was followed, as was ex­
pected, by some bulging after the freeze it­
self was lifted. This poses the difficult ques­
tion of which period one should look to in 
assessing the results. Some would look to the 
entire period since August--but for others 
this produces a result that may be biased 
downward because it includes the non­
recurring episode of virtual stability during 
the freeze period. Others would look only to 
the post-freeze period, but for some this in­
troduces an upward bias because it includes 
the non-recurring episode of the post-freeze 
bulge. To confuse the issue further some 
would include raw farm prices, because peo­
ple have to eat after all, while others would 

· exclude these prices because they tend to 
display large movements, up and down, that 
are not closely connected with the overall 
pattern of price trends. 

Given these basic difficulties, the easiest 
thing to do is to summarize the evidence and 
allow you to judge. 

Before August 1971, the Consumer Price 
Index had been rising at about a 4 percent 
annual rate. The exact number varies with 
the span of time considered before August. 
The 10-month rate to August 1971 was 4.0 
percent; the 7-month rate was 3.9 percent; 
and the 3-month rate was 4.1 percent. In 
June 1972, the latest month for which con­
sumer price data are available, the rate of 
increase in the Consumer Price Index was 
about a full percentage point lower. The 
10-month rate to June was 2.7 percent; the 
7-month rate was 3.1 percent and the 
3-month rate was 2.2 percent. The 7-month 
figure excludes the freeze but includes the 
last winter's bulge in food prices. To take 
the best statistic, for non-food commodities 
in the Consumer Price Index, the rate of iii­
crease since last August has been 1.7 percent. 
To take the worst, food prices have gone up 
4.0 percent in the 7 months of Phase II, 
compared with a rate of 5.5 percent in the 
7 months preceding the freeze. Since the 
interim price target is to get the rate of in­
crease in consumer prices down durably and 
clearly below 3 percent by year-end, the evi­
dence clearly indicates that we have made 
substantial progress in achieving this objec­
tive of the New Economic Policy. 

Other data depicting price performance 
over the last year are also available. Since 
last August the WPI has risen at a rate one 
full percentage point lower than the pre­
program months of 1971, even though farm 
prices rose abnormally during February and 

July. The GNP implicit deflator increased at 
an annual , J,"ate of 2.1 p~rcent last quarter 
compared to rates in excess of 4 and 5 per­
cent in pre.-:program periods. 

OUTPUT,· EMPLOYMENT, AND EARNINGS 

The improved price performance is taking 
place in a context of vigorous economic 
expansion. 

The strength of the recovery is indica ted 
by growth in real output at an average an­
nual rate over 7 percent during the last 3 
quarters, more than double the 3 percent 
recorded in the 1971 period prior to the 
launching of the New Economic Policy. Since 
August 1971, there has also been an increase 
in employment of about 2.5 million persons 
pushing the unemployment rate down to 5.5 
percent. The brisk economic expansion has 
been widely based and supported by increases 
in both capital investment and consumer 
spending. The surge in production has led to 
healthy gains in cocporate sector income, 
permitting increases -in both profits and real 
wages. The 5 percent average annual increase 
in productivity in the last three quarters 
has been reflected in real spendable earn­
ings rising at an annual rate of over 4 per­
cent, contrasted with virtually no growth in 
real wages in the last five years of the 
1960's. 

BALANCED IMPACT OF THE PROGRAM 

Some who have criticized the operation 
of the program have conceded that progress 
against inflation has been achieved. Critics 
from this side have alleged that the progress 
that has been achieved in reducing inflation 
was achieved at the expense of workers and 
their wages. One of the purposes of the pro­
gram, of course, is to reduce the rate of in­
crease in nominal wages toward levels con­
sistent with long-term projected productiv­
ity gains. Nominal wage rate increases have 
slowed considerably during the program pe­
riod. The 5.6 percent increase in average 
hourly earnings since last August is at least 
one percentage point lower than in any com­
parable period before the program began. 
However, since wages have moved up faster 
than prices, real purchasing power of work­
ers has advanced significantly. In fact, real 
take home pay of the typical rank and file 
worker has increased at an annual rate of 
4 .'5 percent since the program began, re­
flecting both the relative behavior of wages 
and prices as well as the increase in hours 
worked and changes in Federal taxes. Final­
ly, the real earnings growth has been more 
broadly shared as a result of the expansion 
in employment. 

Skepticism has also been expressed con­
cerning the program's treatment of corporate 
profits. Some have been concerned that busi­
ness profits might be adversely affected by 
the Price Commission's profit margin limits. 
On the other hand, there are those who 
argue that prices and profits have been al­
lowed to expand while wages were being held 
down. The merits of these opposing argu­
ments can be evaluated by reviewing briefly 
the application of Price Commission regu­
lations and recent movements of corporate 
profits. 

There is no limit on either the absolute 
size of a firm's profits or its profit margin 
when increases are the result of rising sales 
volume or increased efficiency. If a firm in­
creases its prices, however, its profit margin 
is limited to the ratio of its profits to sales 
during the base period. Some price reduc­
tions and rollbacks have occurred as a result 
of the profit margin limitation. The extent 
of the rollbacks and reductions is limited 
to either a reduction of all prices to base 
period levels or a reduction that leads to a 
profit margin equal to that in the base pe­
riod, whichever is less. 

Total corporate profits have risen cycllcally 
since late 1971 primarily reflecting the strong 
economic recovery. Corporate profits were 
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about 8.5 percent higher in ,the first quarter 
of 1972 compared to the same quarter one 
year earlier. As a percentage of income orig­
inating in corporate business, however, prof­
its are stlll considerably below the average 
of the last half of the 1960's. 

GENnJrNE PROGRESS 

Another question frequently asked is 
whether the progress recorded against infla­
tion 1s temporary and artificial, achieved 
only with the aid of the crutches of direct 
wage and price controls. The implication is 
that either prices and wages will explode 
when the crutches are removed or that the 
crutches will have to become a permanent 
part of the future. 

A number of characteristics of the con­
trols mechanism as well as recent program 
actions do not lend credence to this argu­
ment. 

First the system was not designed and 
implemented in a way that involves signifi­
cant cost absorption by business or the 
counterpart of cost absorption in wages. The 
regulations permit pass through of allowable 
costs for prices, and there are provisions for 
catch-up, tandem arrangements, and other 
exceptions to avoid inequities in wages. 

Second, a fraction of the economy has 
been exempted from controls on both pay 
and prices under the exemption of small 
firms with 60 employees or less. An addi­
tional large segment of the work force was 
exempted under the low wage exemption of 
$2.75 per hour. Reliance has therefore been 
placed on a combination of competition and 
controls. These factors help to assure that 
the basis is being laid for continued im­
provement in price performance when cost­
push forces recede and controls are no longer 
needed. 
LIMITED PURPOSE AND EXTENT OF THE CONTROLS 

Finally, after one year of controls, it is 
appropriate to ask whether the mechanism 
has been efficiently administered while main­
taining the characteristics of a limited con­
trol program. 

The controls have remained limited in the 
sense that there has not been a. major ex­
pansion in the bureaucracy involved in im­
plementing the controls. Indeed; significant 
sectors of the economy have been progres­
sively removed from · the controls. We have 
registered the tendency to expand into more 
and more· detailed regulation of all economic 
transactions. We have not become so enam­
ored With the operation of the controls that 
the fundamentals in avoiding demand-pull 
inflation through responsible monetary and 
fiscal policy have been neglected or de-em­
phasized. Indeed, they are most important in 
avoiding a repetition of our experience in the 
late 1960's. 

The Economic Stabilization Program has 
operated in a manner sufficiently flexible to 
avoid the emergence of significant waste and 
in efficiency in the economy. The controls 
have not placed undue strain on institutional 
arrangements in the economy. The standards 
have been implemented with sufficient flex­
ibility and the goals that were set were suffi­
ciently realistic so that major industrial dis­
putes have been avoided. The level of strike 
activity, traditionally high during a control 
period, has been below that of other recent 
years. This industrial peace is attributable to 
the cooperation of labor and management 
under the program in collective bargaining 
situations, and has been a significant factor 
in achieving a high rate of growth in real out­
put under the New Economic Policy. 

(From the Washington Post, Aug. 13, 1972) 
PROGRESS SEEN ON ECONOMY 

(By Hobart Rowen and James L. Rowe Jr.) 
President Nixon asserted yesterday that his 

year-old New Economic Policy has produced 
"tangible pocketbook progress for the Ameri­
can people." 

But he noted that the unemployment rate 
must be cut "much further" and that "the 
price of food remains a major concern." He 
reiterated an earlier warning that congres­
sional failure to impose a $250 billion spend­
ing ceiling could result in "big increases in 
the cost of living; or big new taxes-or the 
first followed by the second." 

The President's assessment of economic 
performance since Aug. 15, 1971, was con­
tained in an introduction to an economic 
report by his Council of Economic Advisers, 
which updated the July 24 testimony before 
the Joint Economic Committee by the mem­
bers of the council. 

It was met by a prompt challenge from 
Democratic presidential candidate George 
McGovern, who said the results were but a 
"mini-recovery which didn't make up for 
the maxi recession" he said the Nixon ad­
ministration had previously engineered. 

The President's statement :..lso was criti­
cized sharply by the Democratic members of 
the committee to which it was addressed, who 
charged the administration with complacency 
about high unemployment. 

Last Aug. 15, President Nixon instituted 
a 90-day wage-price freeze, allowed the U.S. 
dollar to "float" in world markets and im­
posed a 10 per cent surcharge on about half 
of total imports. He also proposed tax changes, 
including reintroduction of the investment 
credit to stimulate business investment. The 
freeze was followed by the current Phase II 
of wage-price controls. 

The current debate about the results is 
occasioned by the imminence-on Tuesday­
of the first anniversary of the Aug. 15 de­
cisions. The administration not only marked 
the event with the special Presidential state­
ment, but held a day-long briefing last 
Thursday for about 100 of the nation's busi­
ness and economic writers. Reports on the 
briefing wer~ embarg~d for today. 

Appearing before the reporters were Treas­
ury Secretary George P. Shultz; Economic 
Council Chairman Herbert Stein and the 
other members of the CEA; Secretary of 
Commerce Peter Peterson; Secretary of Labor 
James Hodgson; Cost of Living Council Di­
rector Donald Rumsfeld; Office of Manage- · 
~ent and Budget Director Caspar W. Wein­
berger, and Paul A. Volcker, Treasury under­
secretary for monetary affairs. 
: These officials echoed the President's claim 

that his new policies had substantially slowed 
tp.e rate of in:flation, stimulated the economy 
to new heights of economic growth and 
started workers' real earnings on an upward 
curve. · 

But they acknowledged that the inflation 
problem had not been licked. And they side­
stepped questions about how along the pres­
ent Phase II controls system will last. Cur­
rent enabling legislation expires April 30, 
1973. 

With respect to inflation, Stein told re­
porters during the course of the Thursday 
briefing that the consumer price index in 
July-and probably in August as wen-wm 
rise more rapidly than in the past few months 
because of skyrocketing food prices. 

But Stein said "the underlying trend of 
prices as a whole is very satisfactory" and 
consistent with the overall objective of limit­
ing the consumer price index rise to 2 per 
cent to 3 per cent by the end of the year. 

President Nixon, in claiming an interim 
success for his economic policies, cited: 

The rate of increase in the cost of living, 
"which had been cut by one-third before the 
freeze, has now been cut in half." 

An increase of 2.5 million civilian jobs over 
the past year. 

A decrease in the rate of unemployment 
from about 6 per cent to 5.5 per cent. 

A nearly 9 per cent annual increase in 
Gross National Product in the second quarter. 

A 4 per cent rise in workers' real spendable 

earnings over the past year, "three times the 
average rate from 1960 to 1968." 

Agreements among the world's major in­
dustrialized countries to confer on interna­
tional financial and trade reform "which 
will susbtantially help us to improve our 
international competitive position as well 
as help other countries strengthen their 
economies." 

The President said, however, that "we still 
have economic problems to solve .•• We 
must firmly establish a lower rate of infla­
tion-both in fact and in the public expecta­
tions which help shape the economic future." 

His comments came on the eve of a joint 
meeting between the Pay Board and Price 
Commission to discuss the current wage 
guideline, which restricts most pay increases 
to 5.5 per cent per year. 

Administration officials and others, includ­
ing Federal Reserve Board chairman Arthur 
F. Burns. feel that the 5.5 per cent standard 
must be reduced next year to keep the rate 
of in:flation from rising again. 

However, Treasury secretary Shultz last 
week told a group of reporters that reduction 
of the pay standard probably had to await 
some further success in moving prices down. 
Democratic critics of the wage and price con­
trol have argued that the controls have 
curbed wage increases while allowing prices 
and profits to rise. 

The Joint Economic Committee, in its 
statement, said "the wide publicity given 
to the improvements in economic perform­
ance in the last few months should not 
delude the public into believing that all is 
well with the economy. 

"For the last three years, the economy has 
experienced a prolonged recession brought 
on through a deliberate policy of red:ucing 
the growth of output and employment in the 
vain hope that this would reduce inflation. 

• • • 
McGovern and vice presidential candidate 

R. Sargent Shriver, picking up on the Nixon 
administration's original analogy of an eco­
nomic "game plan," said that in the first half 
of the year the economy gained almost 
enough gro:und to reach its own 2-yard line. 

They charged that on .unemployment and 
i~ation_the administration was "deep in its 
own end zone" in 1969, 1970 and 1971. 

They noted that "Unemployment has been 
shaved to 4,785,000, a mere 75 per cent higher 
than in January, 1969. This is a mini-recov­
ery, and the administration is entitled to 
take credit for it-as long as it takes the 
blame for the maxi-recession which it had 
previously engineered." 

The Joint Economic Committee charged 
that unemployment is stlll too high and will 
remain so "without further policy efforts to 
reduce it." The committee said the admin­
istration's policies are "unduly influenced by 
a fear of inflation and by a stubbornly held, 
but erroneous belief that the way to con­
trol inflation is to restrict the growth of out-
put and employment." · 

St.ein told reporters at the briefing that 
in calling for a budget ceiling, "We have 
been accused of being in danger of stepping 
on the brake too soon; that is not our inten­
tion or expectation. But we are concerned 
about stepping too hard on the gas too soon, 
or too long, and that, of course, is the basis 
for our concern with the budget for fiscal 
1973 and for fiscal 1974." 

Cost of Living Council director Rumsfeld 
told the reporters that people can be 
"lulled" into thinking that the existence "of 
wage-price controls can enable us to do 
things in the area of fiscal and monetary 
policy you might not otherwise do." 

Rumsfeld, who has headed the wage-price 
program since it was put in place in mid­
November, called the President's new eco­
nomic policies a success. 

He named three key officials who deserve 
"'hero's medals" for their efforts, including 



·29188 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE August 18, 1972 

his predecessor, Arnold R. Weber, now a Pay 
Board member; Pay Board chairman George 
H. Boldt, and Marvin Kosters, the Cost of 
Living Council's top policy planner. 

Conspicuously absent from the list was 
Price Commission chairman C. Jackson 
Grayson Jr., whose seven·-member panel in 
late June urged the administration to ex­
tend price controls to farm products to 
allevi.ate rapidly rising food costs. 

Grayson is known to have irritated a num­
ber o! administration officials because of his 
insistence on an independent stance. 

Also at the Thursday briefing: 
Treasury Under Secretary Volcker said the 

nation is seeking an international trade and 
financial system that wlll produce a "con­
tinuill'g equilibrium" in both the U.S. 
balance of payments and "in the balance of 
payments of other countries.'' The Economic 
Council lists elements of a trade agreement 
the nation would like to see. 

Office of Management and Budget director 
Wein'berger reiterated his charge that "Con­
gress is on a rather dangerous spending 
path," and said the administration has done 
its part In reducing federal spending. 

Labor Secretary Hodgson said that "for 
the rank and file worker" for the "earning 
scenario written by the President's program 
has been upbeat, with continuing money in­
creases and, what is really more critically im­
portant to men that work for a living, a 
sharp improvement in real wage increase." 
Co~erce Secretary Peterson said the 

devaluation of the dollar, among other fac­
tors, has had a significant impact on the 
automobile industry. As a result of the 
lessening of the price differential between 
American cars and Imports, foreign share 
of the U.S. auto market dropped from 18.8 
per cent last August to 14 per cent in June. 

Neither Grayson nor Boldt appeared on the 
Thursday program because, a White House 
spokesman said, Rumsfeld would be able to 
discuss the entire program. On a number of 
occasions, however, Rumsfeld declined to 
comment on such topics as revising the wage 
guideline or corporate profit margin tests 
because he said they were totally under the 
purview of the respective panels. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, Aug. 13, 19721 
THE ECONOMY ISSUE-WHOSE WILL IT BE? 

(By Edward Rohrbach) 
WASHINGTON, August 12.-Whose issue wlll 

the economy be this election year? 
The answer seems to depend on whether 

'Voters w1ll judge it according to how well 
off they feel they are or what the cold eco­
nomic statistics tell them. And the stories 
are different. 

At a White House briefing this week, Don­
ald Rums!eld, director of the Cost-of-Living 
Council, admitted that he can't even con­
vince his wife that the Nixon administration 
is checking 1nfiation-as the indicators in­
dicate. 

Rumsfeld added that the polls show "peo­
ple aren't feeling it yet." But he insisted that 
wage earners have more to spend and prices 
are going up at a markedly slower pace. He 
noted that real earnings are up 4.5 per cent 
since last August and the rate of increase 
in the cost of living is down since last Au­
gust. 

PUSHED BY DEMOCRATS 
The irony is that for the administration, 

the economy should be positive issue, if 
for no other reason than the successful con­
trols program was pushed hard by many 
Democrats months before President Nixon 
finally adopted it. . 

A year ago it looked like the deteriorating 
state of the economy was going to escalate it 
beyond the Viet Nam war as the adminis­
tration's achilles' heel in the Presidential 
election. 

"To take the best statistic, for non-foocl 

commodities in the consumer price index," 
Rums!eld told reporters, "the rate of increase 
since last August has been 1.7 per cent." 

"To take the worst, food prices have gone 
up 4 per cent in the seven months of phase 
2, compared with a. rate of 5.5 per cent in 
the seven months preceding the freeze [be­
gun Aug. 15, 1971]." 

The stated goal on the infiation front was 
to reduce the price rise to a rate of 2 to 3 
per cent by the end of this year. 

BETTER THAN RESULTS ABROAD 
Herbert Stein, chairman of the President's 

Council of Economic Advisers and another 
of the top officials the administration pre­
sented at the press conference to tell the 
good economic news, cheerfully admitted 
that the results of the stabillzation program 
since Nixon sprung the freeze on wages and 
prices a year ago on a surprised nation and 
world have been almost better than could 
have been hoped for. 

Stein pointed out that the controls pro­
gram in the United States has worked "with­
out generating some of the evils" that virtu­
ally every other similar incomes policy has 
when attempted in other countries. 

Massive confrontations with labor and 
strikes have been avoided, Stein said, while 
there has been no adverse effects on output. 

The facts Labor Secretary James Hodgson 
supplied are even more impressive. He noted 
that the period of controls has registered an 
eight:-year low for industrial work stoppages. 

REAL GROWTH DOUBLED 
So far as output is concerned, real growth 

not counting inflation has accelerated to 
an average annual rate of over 7 per cent 
in the last three quarters, more than double 
the pace of the nine months preceding the 
new economic policy. The last quarter in­
crease was a whopping 8.9 per cent. 

Hodgson projected productivity gains for 
the nation's work force at 4.5 per cent for 
the year, a very healthy increase. He called 
the second quarter's 6 per cent "extraor­
dinary" and doubted it could be repeated. 

JOB FIGURES NEAR GOAL 
On the international front, Commerce Sec­

retary Peter Peterson said there are signs 
the country's trade deficit is turning around. 
The best evidence overall, he said, 1s the 
sharp reduction of U. S. infiation, making 
American products generally more competi­
tive in the world market. 

Even the employment figures, which the 
Democrats are zeroing in on as the softest 
spot in the economy, are trending better and 
appear headed for the stated administra­
tion ,goals. Unemployment for the last two 
months has settled to 5.5 per cent, at mid­
year halfway to the 5 per cent target. 

The jobless rate for heads-of-households is 
down to 3.3 per cent, Hodgson noted, and 
the rate for married men has fallen to 2.7 
per cent. 

Treasury Secretary George Shultz focused 
on the rise in real spendable earnings, that 
is, what people earn after the lnfiation and 
tax bites are taken out. 

He noted that in the 1965-70 period, there 
was no real gain in this indicator, which 
should show whether they are getting ahead 
of the game or not. Since the start of 1971 
this has risen markedly, increasing since 
the start of the stabilization program at an 
annual rate of 3.8 per cent. 

PERMANENT CONTROLS DOUBTED 
The thrust of the day-long comments on 

the economy by the top administration of­
ficials almost led to the conclusion that con­
trols in some form might be a good idea as 
a. permanent feature of the American land• 
scape. 

But free-marketers Shultz and Stein 
scotched that. Calling them "self-limiting," 
Stein added: .. 1 think it iS extremely unlikely 
that we are going to need or get any benefit 

from permanent controls of the kind we now 
have." 

Shultz put it more succinctly: 
"Freedom is part of your standard of liv­

ing, too, you know." 

[From Newsweek ·magazine, Aug. 21, 1972] 
MR. NIXoN "ToLD You So" 

The setting was a small, thickly carpeted 
auditorium nestled in a nook of the mas­
sive, baroque old Executive Office Building 
next to the White House. Present were the 
Nixon Administration's top economic seers, 
and their task was the happiest duty they 
had faced in months. For the first anni­
versary of President Nixon's new economic 
policy was at hand, and the Administration 
had gathered some 100 economic reporters to 
review the year's record. And for many of the 
correspondents, skeptical from the start 
about the value of the new Nixonomics, the 
charts, graphs and figures amounted to a 
forced diet of crow. With the Presidential 
campaign just getting down to business, Mr. 
Nixon's economic scenario seemed almost 
dead on target. 

Treasury Secretary George Shultz, who had 
himself opposed wage-price controls right 
up to the time they were imposed on Aug. 15, 
1971, began with the proud word that the 
rate of increase in consumer prices had 
dropped from 6.1 per cent In 1969 to 2.7 per 
cent since the freeze ended last November­
"and if you take the last four months, the 
rate of infiation is less than 2 per cent.'' Even 
the price of food isn't as bad as the average 
housewife thinks, chimed in Donald Rums­
feld, chairman of the Cost of Living Council. 
"Food prices have gone up 4 per cent in seven 
months of phase two," he said, "compared 
with 5.5 per cent in the seven months preced­
ing the freeze." 

The economy itself was in a state o! near 
boom, having chalked up an awesome growth 
rate of 8.9 per cent in the second quarter. No­
body expected that pace to continue; yet, in 
Shultz's worqs, "All the different kinds pf 
things that you look at tend to show that 
this expansion is going to continue to be 
a strong one." The Treasury Secretary had 
been even more ebullient in private before 
the briefing, telling a White House colleague 
that the economy was "roaring" at such a 
clip that tax revenues for fiscal 1973 would 
almost surely top the current forecast. And 
this rosy view was generally shared last week 
by experts outside the Administration. "The 
U.S. has the fastest growth rate in the world, 
except for Japan," said William Wolman of 
Argus Research Corp., who predicted a jump 
of 9.8 per cent in gross national product this 
year and a gain of 9.5 per cent more in 1973. 

Jobs: Problems, of course, remained­
most conspicuously the continuing high un­
employment rate. The best the Administra­
tion could promise was that the rate may 
fall to 5 per cent by the end of this year, a.nd 
Democrats will surely make that a campaign 
issue. But Labor Secretary James D. Hodgson 
pointed out that the economy has added 2.5 
million civilian jobs in the :;>ast year and that 
joblessness is now concentrated among teen­
agers and women who are not heads of fam­
ilies. Similarly, even though the nation's 
trade balance continues to deteriorate, 
Treasury Under Secretary Paul Volcker and 
Commerce Secretary Peter G. Peterson pre­
dicted that the full effects of last year's 
dollar devaluation would soon Improve the 

·picture. "Beware of generalizations in terms 
of competitiveness," Peterson cautio~1.ed. 
"We· are very competitive in agricultural 
products. And remember that competitive­
ness depends on fair exchange rates. •• 

The most ominous cloud on Mr. Nixon's 
economic horizon, it seemed, was that the 
economy might run altogether too strong. 
"We don't want a .less rapid expansion," said 
Herbert Stein, chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, "but. we are concerned 
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it might be too fast." Most economists are 
conceding a slight Increase in the rate of 
inflation in the coming months in any event, 
if only because of the continuing Federal 
budget deficits. Wolman of Argus Research 
sees a rise of 3.6 per cent in inflation next 
year, compared with a 3.3 per cent increase 
in 1972. 

Slack: That would still be a long way 
down f1·om the 6 per cent price rise of 1969, 
and few forecasters see any dangers of a re­
turn to runaway inflation soon. If, for in­
stance, Federal tax revenues are accelerating 
as Shultz indicates, a major inflationary dan­
ger lurking in the background could well be 
stamped out. And other economists point 
out several equally dampening influences: 
growing productivity, slack in both the un­
employment rate and the utilization of fac­
tory capacity, and the historically high rate 
of private savings ,that should permit the 
Federal Reserve Board to avoid any excessive 
increase in the money supply. 

And around the country, Newsweek corre­
spondents found businessmen, bankers and 
economists alike in a rarely unanimous glow 
of approval for the state of the economy. 
There was carping about the unemployment 
rat e, the equity of wage and price controls 
and the continuing pace of inflation, but the 
only real heat came in debating whether 
Nixo~omics }).ad been responsible for the 

· current economic climat e. A year ago, says 
economist Walter Fackler of the University 
of Chicago, inflation was already subsiding 
and the economy was already headed upward, 
and the President's emergency program was 
merely "cosmetic and political." Oddly 
enough, that view is not altogether rejected 

· even in the Administration; Shultz concedes 
that "it is going to be a long while before one 

' can really disentangle the results and get 
a careful and considered assessment of just 
what has happened." 

But however the bed was made, the Ad­
ministration is more than content to sleep 
in it. "We are not out of danger," summed 
up Caspar Weinberger, director of the Of­
fice of Management and the Budget, "but we 
are better off today because of the new eco­
nomic policies that were adopted at Camp 
David a year ago." And President Nixon's 
men are in no mood to tamper with their 
successful formula. "It is extremely unlike­
ly," said Stein, "that the wage and price 
controls will be abolished before Nov. 7.'' 

ways that would make the job of slowing in­
flation all the more difficult-buying heavily 
in advance, for instance, or demanding large 
pay raises to take effect after the deadline 
arrives. 

Furthermore, there is growing sentiment 
for retaining some federal sway over prices 
and wages for an indefinite period, to be 
used from time to time on a limited basis. 

Behind the scenes, the present control 
agencies are operating on the assumption 
that even if formal controls are ended when 
the present law expires in April, a "residual 
controls unit" will be kept on duty. 

Meanwhile, the question is being raised, 
in public-opinion polls and by political de­
bates, of, whether controls have been suc­
cessful over the past year. Has inflation real­
ly slowed down appreciably? And if it has, 
should the federal price and wage ceilings 
get the credit? 

WHrrE HOUSE VIEW 
The Nixon Administration gives a quali­

fied "Yes" answer to both questions. Even 
officials who opposed the imposition of the 
"freeze" last August 15 are happier with the 
controls than they ever expected to be. 

Looking back over the year since the Pres­
ident announced his "new economic policy," 
the Government's economists point to gen­
erally favorable trends, as indicated in the 
chart on page 15. . 

Aims of the new policy, as l\4r. Nixon de­
scribed them last August, were to check in­
flation, reducing it to from 2 to 3 percent 
by the end of 1972; to speed u,p business re­
covery, reduce unemployment and restore 
confidence· in the dollar abroad. 

All of this was to be a<;lcomplished by a 
series of steps, starting with a 90-day freeze 
on wages, prices, rents and dividends, plus 
the imposition of a 10 percent tax on im­
ports, an end to the excise tax on autos, a 
tax cut for individuals and a suspension of 
gold payments. The freeze then was lifted, 
more-flexible control machinery was set up, 
and by year's end the dollar was devalued, 
the import surcharge removed and taxes cut. 

LESS INFLATION 
After a year of this three-pronged new 

policy, these things have happened: 
Inflation is substantially lower. 
While there is no one accepted measure, 

the consumer price index-retail prices that 
concern most people-dropped from about 
a 4 per cent annual-increase rate in the three 

[From U.S. News & World Report, months prior to the freeze to 2.5 per cent 
Aug. 21, 1972] in the last quarter. 

CONTROLS-8UCCESS OR FAILURE? Wages are not rising quite as fast as they 
Peacetime wage-price-rent controls, now had been before controls. 

entering their second year, have been During the year, the Pay Board author­
trimmed back to cover only half of today's ized wage increases affecting 11.6 million 
workers and renters and even fewer corpo- workers, averaging 4.9 per cent. 
rations. Here is how controls have worked That was below the general guideline of 
out-and the changes to expect. 5.5 per cent, and helped .to hold the over-all 

Hope is growing in Washington that the - increase in average hourly earni~gs to 6.2 
second year of extensive wage and price con- per cent-compared with 6.6 during the pre-
trois, just now beginning, wm be the·last. ceding year. 

Most federal officials believe that controls, .. Real" pay, after taxes and after inflation, 
as they exist at this time, will be lifted well increased by an average of 4 per cent, after 
before next August 15-provided that the making no appreciable · gains in the year 
cost of living continues to increase by not before controls. This resulted from lowered 
more than 2.5 to 3 percent on a yearly basis. . taxes and a smaller rise in living costs, plus 

Right now, the rate of inflation is down a larger hike 1n pay. 
to the lower part of that bracket. For the Employment increased and unemployment 
three months ended June 30, 1972, the rise in declined a bit, under controls. 
prices at retail was held to an annual rate of The number of workers with civilian jobs 
2.5 percent. rose by 2.4 million during the year, one of 

The law authorizing the controls is sched- the biggest one-year increases on record. 
uled to expire next April 3,0. There are in- But the size of the U.S. civilian labor force 
dications that the present program may be increased almost as much-by 2.3 million 
ended by that time. people, including 400,000 who were cut from 

the armed services. So the latest unemploy-
DATE INDEFINITE ment reading, for both June and July, is 

The· Cost of Living Council, which sets holding at 5.5 per cent, just under the 6 
over-all policy for regulating the economy, is per cent rate before the freeze. 
not ready to rule out an extension beyond Productivity now is rising more rapidly, 
that date, however. Top officials explain that, as the economy gains momentum. 
1f they announce a definite time for ending Output for the average man-hour of work 
controls, people may then lbegin to act in in the nation's nonfarm economy, as meas-

ured officially, is ' up from an annual rate of 
3.1 per cent in the three months preceding 
controls to 5 per cent in the most recent 
quarter. 

Economic recovery, over all, has picked 
up speed despite the controls. . 

Key indicators are nearly all pointed 
upward, with retail trade up 8.6 per cent 
during the year since the freeze began, auto 
sales up 9.2 per cent, and housing starts up 
12.2 per cent. The index of industrial pro­
duct ion reached a new record high and is 
now 5 per cent above the level of a year ago. 

Even more impressive is the increase in 
real "gross national product"-total national 
output of goods and services, discounted for 
the effect of inflation-which rose at an an­
nual rate of 8.9 per cent in the past quarter 
of 1972. That is the biggest gain in GNP 
since 1965, when the Vietnam war was being 
cranked up. It compares with a 3.4 per cent 
increase for the quarter before controls. 

Not all indicators are good, though. 
The dollar is still in trouble abroad, with 

no early solution in sight. 
Despite a devaluation of about 8 per cent 

and other efforts to restore confidence in 
the dollar overseas, the U.S. balance-of­
payments deficit last · year was a record­
breaking 29.8 billion dollars. This was due 
in large part to capital outflows associated 
with a run on the dollar in the second and 
third quarters of 1971. That deficit dropped 
to an annual rate of 13 billion in the first 
quarter of 1972, but a new period of weak­
ness in the dollar developed in J.une. 

Wholesale prices, often a key to future 
inflation, have moved higher. 

A sudden spurt in wholesale prices-
those which businessmen pay and then pass 

·on to the public-occurred in July and shot 
that price index up at an annual rate of 
8.4 per cent. This stemmed in large part 
from skyrocketing food prices and leaves 
the outlook for future living costs much in 
doubt. 

All in all, the indicators show, the econ­
omy has done well since controls were im­
posed. Yet economists concede that there 
are still major problems-the dollar dilem­
ma, the prospect that inflation may turn 
up again if wholesale prices continue to 
rise, and a growing federal deficit that may 
lead to even more inflation. Unemployment, 
too, is still above 5 per cent. And interest 
rates remain high by historical standards. 

Donald Rumsfeld, Director of the Cost of 
Living Council, was interviewed by "U.S. 
News & World Report" on his views of how 
successful the wage-price controls have 
been, and what lies ahead. 

On the results of the controls, Mr. Rums­
feld commented: 

"Well, I would have to ask, in answer to 
the question, 'How are we doing compared 
with what?' Compared with where we were 
a year ago? Pretty good. Compared with 
what the President's goals were? Quite good. 
Compared with where we would have been 
if we had not had an economic-stabilization 
program? Clearly, I thlnk we're doing con­
siderably better than where we would have 
been had the President not instituted the 
new economic policy." 

Asked whether he foresees any further 
easing or tightening of the controls in the 
near future, Mr. Rumsfeld said: 

"No, I don't. 
"To the extent we find that there is a 

need for an adjustment of one sort or an­
other, either a tightening or a loosening 
on one side or another, certainly we're ca­
pable of doing it. But I don't see any per­
suasive argument at the present time that 
would lead me to believe that there's an im­
mediate need for any major alteration in 
the system." 

SUBSTANTIAL CUTBACKS 

At this time, as the chart on this page 
shows, the emergency controls that once 
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covered virtually all except farm prices, all 
wages and all rents, have been cut back 
bit by bit so that large segments of the 
economy are no longer directly covered. 

Fewer than half of the nation's 59 million 
nonfarm civilian wage earners are covered 
now, for example, as a result of rulings ex­
empting organizations with fewer than 60 
employes, and workers with pay of under 
$2.75 an hour. 

Price controls have been lifted from 95 
per cent of America's 400,000 business firms, 
in turn, largely because of the 60-employe 
exemption. 

Rent controls are gone, too, from about 45 
per cent of the country's rent-paying ten­
ants. Here, the chief exemptor was a ruling 
that limited controls from any landlord who 
owns fewer than four rental units. 

EYE ON THE FUTURE 

What's the next step? Mr. Rumsfeld was 
asked whether he expects present controls to 
stay on for a prolonged period, to be dropped 
gradually, step by step, or to be ended 
abruptly. His response: 

"My impression is that the lifting of con­
trols will occur where the President's goals 
have been achieved. Whether it would be 
before the date [April 30, 1973, when the law 
expires) or after is something I can't pre­
dict. I don't think anyone can at this point. 

"The one thing I'd say about what might 
happen is that it seems to me that there 
might be some sectors that may merit some 
special attention. 

"Just as the construction industry received 
some special attention prior to the institu­
tion of formal controls last August, it may be 
that after the present phase of formal con­
trols, there might be some areas, such as con­
struction, that would merit attention and 
where special attention would make sense 
from the standpoint of the country." 

In the longer run, will the success achieved 
by the control program thus far provide a 
pattern to be used any time inflation appears 
to be getting out of hand? Mr. Rumsfeld 
observed: 

"Well, I would hope not. The present con­
trols were imposed to perform a specific role 
under a particular set of economic circum­
stances. And if I've learned anything after a 
year of being this deeply involved in this ac­
tivity, it's that those of us in Government-­
and those outside of Government--ought to 
have a very cautious attitude about injecting 
Government deeply into these essentially 
private decisions either frequently or for a 
prolonged period of time. 

"It's an incredibly complex and difficult 
business to do well." 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 14, 
1972] 

YEAR AFTER CONTROLS: WHITE HOUSE CLAIMS 
CURBS WORK BUT WON'T SAY WHEN THEY'LL 
END 
WASHINGTON.-Presldent Nixon is claiming 

something close to victory in the battle 
against inflation, but hedging that the final 
outcome depends on "the people" and the 
Congress. 

"The rate of increase in the cost of living, 
which had been cut by one-third before the 
freeze, now has been cut in half," the Presi­
dent said, call1ng the result "impressive." 
But the budget situation is critical, Mr. 
Nixon added, pledging that "if the people 
join me in insisting that federal spending be 
held down, to avoid reviving inflation now 
and paying higher taxes soon, the govern­
ment will act responsibly." 

His statement noting the anniversary to­
morrow of the New Economic Policy begun 
last Aug. 15 was associated with a day-long 
press briefing, by top economic aides, and 
accompanied by widespread rumors in the 
business community that present Phase 2 
wage-price controls would be lifted soon. 

Herbert Stein, chairman of the President's 
Council of Economic Advisers, acknowl­
edged-indeed volunteered-the rumors at 
the Thursday briefing, which was embargoed 
for weekend release. Mr. Stein made light of 
the calls from lawyers that he said had 
"deluged" his office and that of Donald 
Rumsfeld, director of the Cost of Living 
Council; and he assured reporters that the 
rumors that controls would be ended that 
day were false. 

WHAT ABOUT YEAR-END? 
Asked whether controls are likely to be 

ended before the Nov. 7 presidential election, 
Mr. Stein first said that is "extremely un­
likely." But when asked whether he would 
repeat his remarks made in early May that 
controls probably wouldn't end before Dec. 
31, Mr. Stein huddled briefly with Mr. Rums­
feld and then said only that "the date of 
Nov. 7 is irrelevant" to the decision on con­
trols. 

Later, Mr. Stein explained to a reporter 
that he didn't respond directly to the Dec. 31 
question because that would only have 
prompted someone else to ask about the 
likelihood of controls remaining by Feb. 1. 
"I will say it now," he said Friday, it ts "very 
unlikely" that the controls program will end 
by Jan. 1. It would be "silly" and "rash" for 
anyone "not to count on its still being here 
by Dec. 31 or Jan. 1,'' he asserted. 

Obviously, Mr. Stein added, "the proba­
b111ty of it still being here diminishes the 
farther out you go.'' Thus, he said, he 
couldn't offer the same degree of assurance 
about controls continuing next June 1, for 
example, that he could about their still being 
in effect next Jan. 1. 

Asked at the briefing whether the Nixon 
. administration would ask Congress to renew 
the basic controls authority before it expires 
next April 30, Mr. Rumsfeld said that is "ob­
viously under discussion and thought" but 
"isn't the kind of question I think would be 
decided during the present period." 

As a parade of officials praised the New 
Economic Policy, reporters from across the 
country kept concentrating on the subject of 
when the controls would end. That isn't a 
"fruitful subject," Treasury Secretary George 
Shultz said, explaining that setting a ter­
minal date could undermine compliance. 
"Right now, we need to keep our eye on 
getting as much out of the control system as 
we can,'' he said. 

Noting his original opposition to controls, 
Mr. Shultz said they have "worked out pretty 
well," remarking also that "freedom" is 
"part of our standard of living, too.'' Some 
negative factors have emerged with controls, 
he said, mentioning a few employers' "very 
insidious" practice of granting large pay in­
creases to please their workers, and count­
ing on the Pay Board to cut back the 
amounts. 

COST-PUSH INFLATION 
The present controls are designed to work 

against "cost-push" inflation fed by excessive 
wage demands, Mr. Stein said, declaring: "I 
don't think they will operate in a situation 
of general excess demand,'' referring to "de­
mand-pull" inflation fed by federal deficits 
and easy-money policies. The present con­
trols are "essentially temporary and self­
limiting,'' he said, adding that he doesn't 
think they have a continuing place in the 
American economy. 

Supporting the claims of progress against 
inflation, the Council of Economic Advisers 
noted in a mid-year report that the con­
sumer price index climbed 6.1% in 1969 and 
5.5 % in 1970. The average seasonally ad­
justed annual rate of rise slowed to 3.8 % be­
tween December 1970 and last August, how­
ever, and to only 1.8 % from February 
through June of this year, the report said. 

But Mr. Stein cautioned that after edging 
up at only a 1.2% annual rate in June, the 

index is likely to show "considerably more 
rapid increases" for July and August due to 
previously reported higher wholesale prices 
for food, particularly beef. 

While Marina Whitman, a council member, 
voiced optimism that retail food prices prob­
ably will turn down shortly, Mr. Rumsfeld 
expressed concern about the time it takes 
for the public to believe that such relief 
exists. 

Polls show that "most people probably 
aren't feeling it," Mr. Rumsfeld said, adding 
that "the other night my wife sat drJwn an.d I 
told her food was up 0.0% (from February 
through June) and she caid, 'Do me a favor­
don't ever say that in public~no one will 
believe it.' She said, 'all I know is my bill is 
up $10 a week.' " 

IMPROVEMENT IN SPENDABLE EARNINGS 
The public feeling about inflation will be 

important in 1973's much heavier labor bar­
gaining schedule, Mr. Shultz said, expressing 
hope that the improvement in "real spend­
able earnings" will moderate contract de­
mands. This measure of actual after-tax pur­
chasing power-adjusted to strip away the 
effects of inflation-caused a "great sense of 
frustration" by leveling off between 1965 and 
1970, but since then it has been moving up 
"rather well" at about a 4% annual rate, he 
said. 

Also over the weekend, the Democratic ma­
jority on the congressional Joint Economic 
Committee issued a statement contending 
that "the wide publicity given to the im­
provement in economic performance in the 
last few months shouldn't delude the public 
into believeing that all is well with the 
economy." While the present w:age-price con­
trols "shouldn't remain for long,'' the law­
makers said, "some form of continuing price 
and incomes policy will clearly be needed.'' 

The Nixon administration's economic poli­
cies are "unduly influenced by a fear of 
inflation,'' the panel charged, "and by a stub­
bornly held, but eiToneous, belief that the 
way to control inflation is to restrict the 
growth of output and employment.'' The 
joint committee Democrats said that while 
inflation "remains a most serious problem,'' 
the best way to deal with it is "a rapid re­
turn to prosperity, accompanied by carefully 
formulated price and incomes policies." 

The unemployment rate "can and should" 
be brought down to 4% of the labor force 
from the current 5.5% within the next 18 
months, the Democrats said, promising to 
outline a plan to do this soon. "Fiscal and 
monetary stimulus will continue to be need­
ed,'' they stated, arguing that it "appears un­
likely that the strength of the private econ­
omy alone in the second half of 1972 will be 
sufficient to sustain the growth needed for 
rapid reduction of unemployment." 

Aides of Democratic presidential nominee 
George McGovern issued a separate rejoinder, 
charging that "high unemployment has been 
a deliberate policy of the Nixon administra­
tion." The administration "is entitled to take 
credit" for. the "mini-recovery," they said, 
"as long as it takes the blame for the maxi­
recessing which it had previously engi­
neered." 

[From The New York Times, Aug. 13, 1972) 
ECONOMIC ANNIVERSARY 

A year ago on a Sunday evening in mid­
August, President Nixon went on television 
to loose three economic bombshells-the 
floating of the dollar, the freezing of wages 
and prices, and ·a big package of tax cuts in 
the face of a big budget deficit. This was his 
New Economic Policy, an about-face from 
the IJOlicies his Administration had pur­
sued through its first two and a half years. 

An alarming worsening in the balance of 
payments, signs that inflation-after a brief 
slowdown-was again accelerating, and the 
persistence of unemployment had combined 
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to force adoption of policies s1milar to those 
the Administration's political opponents had 
long counseled-and which Mr. NiXon .and his 
advisers had vociferously denounced. 

Although the American economy still 
bears scars of the long delay in changing 
the original NiXon game plan, the N.E.P. ap­
pears to be on the way to success in most 
respects. 

INDUSTRIAL RECOVERY 
The economy is rising strongly. The total 

output of goods and services, corrected for 
inflation, rose at an annual rate of 8.9 per 
cent in the second quarter of this year. Even 
though so spectacular a rate of increase 
cannot be expected to continue, it still ap­
pears likely that real gross national product 
will climb by nearly 6 per cent in 1972 and 
that this increase wlll continue well into 
1973. 

The economy's recovery has been accom­
panied by a slowing of inflation-partly due 
to the delayed effect of the long recession and 
the wide gap it opened between the country's 
actual operating rate and its potential, partly 
to the increase of productivity. and p.artly 
to the impact of wage-price controls. 

After rising at an annual rate of nearly 6 
per cent ln 1970 and the first half of 1971, the 
price index for the economy as a whole 
slowed to a 2.1 per cent rate in the second 
quarter of this year. It wlll almost certainly 
not stay so low for the year as a whole; yet 
the chances are good that 1972 will see a 
rise of only about 3.5 per cent for the over­
all price index. 

WORRISOME UNEMPLOYMENT 
Unemployment has also come down from 

the 6 per cent plateau. However, five million 
workers, 5.5 per cent of the labor force. are 
stlll out of work, and the outlook is for un­
employment to stay above 5 per cent for the 
rest ot this year and 1973 as well. The Ad­
ministration is unduly complacent about so 
high a level of joblessness. 

Even granting th.at some structural 
changes in the labor force may make the 
attainment of full employment more difficult 
today than in earlier years, the White House 
deserves criticism for its failure to launch 
a more forceful direct attack on unemploy­
ment. It has depended too much on general 
fiscal and monetary policies to deal with 
idleness that results from social causes. 
imperfection in labor markets and shifts in 
job availabllities. 

The Employment Act of 1946 did not imply 

sought to pressure other countries into grant­
ing unilateral trade concessions to the United 
States. Thus far, the Administration has lit­
tle to show on the trade front and it has 
raised doubts about its commitment to main­
taining close economic and political rela­
tions with its allies. Indeed, the Administra­
tion's balance-of-power approach to eco­
nomic policy-with this country playing a 
lone hand among the Western European 
countries. Japan and the Communist states­
could split the Western world into antagon­
istic blocs. 

Mr. NiXon, furthermore, remains too will­
ing to yield to protectionist demands of some 
industries and labor unions, although it must 
be granted that those pressures have been 
intense. Full employment policies would do 
more than any other thing to contain pro­
tectionist demands. 

One of the major pieces of unfinished 
business facing the Nixon Administration or 
its successor will be the negotiation of re­
form in the international monetary system. 
The more cooperative attitude and actions 
the Federal Reserve and Treasury have dis­
played toward other nations in recent weeks 
have improved the outlook for the interna­
tional monetary negotiations that begin in 
Washington next month. 

POCKETBOOK CONTROLS 
Short of embracing Marxism, no economic 

approach was more abhorrent to President 
NiXon in his first thirty months in the White 
House than the notion that an inflation-be­
set economy might benefit from mandatory 
controls on wages and prices. It was an item 
of dogma for him that such controls never 
had and never could work in a democracy 
except in periods of total war. 

In the year since Mr. NiXon imposed a 
ninety-day freeze as Phase One of his em­
barkation on a regulated economy, his Ad­
ministration has been giving a generally 
persuasive demonstration that, even 1n the 
face of hostility from most of organized labor, 
controls can moderate the wage-price spiral 
without stifling economic growth or building 
up a monstrous bureaucracy. 

It is true, however, that the evidence re­
mains inconclusive, both as to how fairly 
the program has been applied thus far and, 
even more, as to how adequate it is to meet 
the triple-barreled challenges just ahead of 
faster business expansion, mounting Fed­
eral deficits and a heavy 1973 calendar of 
union demands in major industries. 

a goal of "maximum employment" to mean LOOPHOLE ON FOODS 
whatever unemployment rate existed as long Most observers give the Price Commis-
as business was in a boom or semi-boom. The sion high marks for the vigor with which it 
time has come for the statutory pledge of has sought to achieve its goal of holding the 
full employment to be interpreted-by this over-all level of price increases to 2.5 per 
or any future Administration-to mean that cent, but the exemption from controls of 
every American who wants a job can be as- nw foods has proved a handicap so severe 
sured of getting one-either in the private or that the commission itself vainly appealed 
in the public sector. for White House action to put the whole faro-

DEVALUED DOLLAR Uy market-basket under ceilings. 
In the international area. the Administra- The Administration response, born of re-

luctance to tangle with the farmers in an 
tion warrants great credit for severing the election year, was to settle for a much milder 
link between the dollar and gold and for 
forcing a realignment of exchange rates. curb, a temporary lifting of meat import 
Sooner or later this will mean a strengthen- quotas. That hole in the price net makes it 
i f th American balance of payments al- _ probable that 1972 will end with the price 
ng 0 e • level a full percentage point above the anti-

though the nation is far from out of the inflation target. On top of that the high level 
woods. Compared to the enormous monetary • 
drain in 1971 there has already been much of second-quarter corporate profits has 
improvement. That is true even though the brought a fresh deluge of labor complaints 
balance of trade has worsened, due to the that the whole program is unfairly loaded in 
initial effects of dollar devaluation. favor of big business. 

While the Administration can be faulted for The Pay Boar?,. aided by a relatively light 
the rough bargaining tactics used by form- collective b.argammg schedule, ~id an ev~n 

1 h more effective job than the Pnce CommlS-
er Secretary of the Treasury Connal y, t e sion after an exceedingly rocky baptism. De-
over-all international strategy of the Admin- spite the walkout of four of its five union 
istration was correctly based on the conclu- members, the board has succeeded in trim­
sian that the United States dollar was over- mlng :first-year pay increases 1n new con­
valued. The net devaluation of the dollar tracts involving large unions from better 
by 12 per cent has reduced this country's than 11 per cent in the year before controls 
cost and price structure relative to its for- to just above 7 per cent now. 
eign competitors. The White House has Even the rampaging construction unions, 

operating under a semi-autonomous stabi­
lization mechanism of their own, have come 
way down. More important, the wage regula­
tors faced up to such tough customers as 
the East and West Coast longshoremen on 
the need for shaving negotiated increases 
that would have torpedoed the whole con­
trol effort-and did it without touching o:lf 
strike defiance of the kind British dock work­
ers are currently directing against that coun­
try's new Industrial Relations Act. 

WAGE GUmEPOST 
The combined average of increases ap­

proved for oganized and unorganized workers 
is running at 4.9 percent. well below the 5.5 
percent basic yardstick established by the 
Pay Board last November. It will meet this 
week to consider cutting the guidepost still 
lower. though there is no prospect it will 
come down to the old Kennedy-Johnson pro­
ductivity standard of 3.2 percent. Much more 
progress toward price stability will have to be 
made before that becomes a realistic guide­
post for pay envelopes. 

The real election test for both parties will 
be to tell the country what monitoring ma­
chinery they plan to hold the line of wages 
and prices. An abrupt termination of controls 
when the present Economic Stabilization Act 
runs out next April would almost certainly 
reactivate the senseless leapfrog which wiped 
out the purchasing power of higher wages be­
fore workers could get to the supermarket to 
spend them. 

It is plain that the factors of monopoly 
power in big industry and big labor which 
prompted a conservative Administration to 
move from Adam Smith to John Maynard 
Keynes are only temporarily in check. The 
question now is how best to balance the im­
peratives of social responslbllity and eco­
nomic freedom when Phase Two ends. 

We all know that food prices still are a 
problem. Even Mrs. Rumsfeld so advised 
her husband, as reported in the follow­
ing dispatch Reuter News Service: 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 13,19721 
RUMSFELD'S WIFE SETS HIM STRAIGHT 

The director of the Cost of Living Council 
has confessed he is unable to convince his 
wife the Nixon administration is holding 
down grocery prices. 

Donald Rumsfeld revealed this to reporters 
at a briefing on the controls program. 

"I told my wife food prices have been al­
most unchanged for the past few months," 
Rumsfeld said. "She told me, •non•t tell any­
one that. They will never believe it. My gro­
cery bill is up $10 a week.' .. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unannnous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. CoRMAN~ for Friday, August 18, 

1972, on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent. permission to 
address the House, following the legis­
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. KYL) to address the House 
and to revise and extend their remarks 
and include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois, for 15 min­
utes, today. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, for 10 min­
utes, today. 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. SEIBERLING) to address the 
House and to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous matter:) 
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Mr. O'NEILL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNzALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER, for 10 minutes, to-

day. 
Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania, for 15 

minutes, today. 
Mr. SEIBERLING, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. HAWKINS, notwithstanding it ex­
ceeds two pages of the RECORD, and is 
estimated by the Public Printer to cost 
$977.50. 

Mr. BINGHAM, in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. FRASER and to include extraneous 
matter, notwithstanding the fact that it 
exceeds two pages of the RECORD and is 
estimated by the Public Printer 'to cost 
$510. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, and to include 
extraneous matter, notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
REcORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $977.50. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois to revise and ex­
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MAYNE (at the request of Mr. 
WIDNALL) to revise and extend his re­
marks on S. 3726. 

Mr. MuRPHY of New York to revise and 
extend his remarks on H.R.14847. 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. KYL) and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. BELL. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. 
Mr. SCHERLE. 
Mr. WINN. 
Mr. WHITEHURST. 
Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. BRAY. 
Mr. MYERS in three instances. 
Mr. MATHIAS of California in 10 in-

stances. 
Mr. KEMP in five instances. 
Mr. MIZELL in 10 instances. 
Mr. RoBINSON of Virginia in three in­

stances. 
Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances. 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho in . three 

instances. 
Mr. FRENZEL. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio in two instances. 
Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN. 
Mr. KEITH. 
Mr. MALLARY. 
Mr. RoussELOT in two instances. 
Mr. I>ELLENBACK. 
Mr. HosMER in four instances. 
Mr. SHRIVER in two instances. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
Mr. I>ENNIS. 
Mr. CRANE in five instances. 
Mr. BUCHANAN in five instances. 
(The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. SEIBERLING) and to revise 
and extend their remarks.) 

Mr. MATSUNAGA in five instances. 
Mr. O'NEILL in two instances. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. MILLS of Arkansas. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 

Mr. GoNZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. FRASER in 10 instances. 
Mr. JAcoBs in two instances. 
Mr. I>RINAN in two instances. 
Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. 
Mrs. SuLLIVAN in three instances. 
Mr. WoLFF in three instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON in five instances. 
Mr. LEGGETT in three instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON. 
Mr. RoE in two instances. 
Mr. PEPPER in three instances. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI in three instances. 
Mr. RooNEY of Pennsylvania in three 

instances. 
Mr. McCORMACK. 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland. 
Mr. MAHON. 
Mr. CAREY of New York. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. 
Mr. PIKE. 
Mr. I>ELLUMS in five instances. _ 
Mr. MooRHEAD in three instances. 

SENATE BILLS REFERREI> 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 32. An act to amend the National Science 
Foundation Act of 1950 in order to establish 
a framework of national science policy and 
to focus the Nation's scientific talent and 
resources on its priority problems, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics. 

S. 3594. An act providing for Federal pur­
chase of the remaining Klamath Indian For­
est; to the Committee vn Interior and In­
sular Affairs. 

S. 3762. An act to extend the program 
for health services for domestic agricultural 
migrant workers; to the Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

· S. 3811. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An Act to provide for the establishment of 
the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, and 
for other purposes," approved November 5, 
1966; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

ENROLLE!) BILLS ANI> JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNEI> 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu­
tion of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 755. An act to amend the Shipping 
Act, 1916, and the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 
1933, to convert criminal penalties to civil 
penalties in certain instances, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 2394. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Benavides; 

H.R. 2703. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Concepcion Garcia Balauro; 

H.R. 3413. An act for the relief of Dr. 
David G. Simons, lieutenant colonel U.S. 
Air Force (retired); 

H.R. 5158. An act for the relief of Maria 
Rosa Martins; 

H.R. 5814. An act to amend section 2735 
of title 10, United States Code, to provide 
for the finality of settlement effected under 
section 2733, 2734, 2734a, 2734b, or 2737; 

H.R. 8549. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to broaden the authority of the 
Secretaries of the military departments to 

settle certain admiralty claims adminlstra• 
tively, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 9256. An act for the relief of Kyong 
Ok Goodwin (Nee Won); 

H.R. 10310. An act to establish the Seal 
Beach National Wildlife Refuge; 

H.R. 10713. An act for the relief of Wilma 
Busto Koch; 

H.R. 11185. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 with regard to the 
exempt status of veterans' organizations, and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 12392. An act to amend title 28, 
United States Code, section 1491, to author­
ize the Court of Claims to implement its 
judgments for compensation; 

H.R. 12931. An act to provide for improv­
ing the economy and living conditions in 
rural America; · 

H.R. 15474. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide assistance for 
programs for the diagnosis, prevention, and 
treatment of, and research in, Cooley's 
anemia. 

H.R. 15580. An act to amend the District 
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act 
of 1958 to increase salaries, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.J. Res. 1278. Joint resolution making 
further continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1973, and for other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLEI> BILLS ANI> 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNEI> 

The SPEAKER announced his signa­
ture to enrolled bills and joint resolu­
tions of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 2166. An act to authorize the establish­
ment of the Grant-Kohrs National Historic 

·Site in the State of Montana, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 3159 An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to establish the John D. 
Rockefeller, Jr., Memorial Parkway, and fo:r 
other purposes; 

S. 3726 An act to extend and amend the 
Export Administration .. ct of 1969 to af­
ford more equal export opportunity, to es­
tablish a Council on International Economic 
Policy, and for other purposes; 

S. J. Res. 182. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of t~ 
Union and foreign nations to participate 1n 
Farmfeast-U.S.A. and the World Ploughing 
Contest in September 1972. 

S. J. Res. 213. Joint resolution to author­
ize and request the President to issue a 
proclamation designating October 6, 1972, 
as "National Coaches Day"; and 

S. J. Res. 260. Joint resolution to suspend 
until March, 1973, the effectiveness of certain 
amendments made by the Education Amend­
ments of 1972 to the guaranteed student loan 
program. 

BILLS PRESENTEI> TO THE 
PRESII>ENT 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee did ·on the following dates 
present to the President, for his approval. 
bills of the House of the following titles: 

On August 16, 1972: 
H.R. 5065. An Act to amend the Natural 

Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 9092. An Act to provide an equitable 
system for fixing and adjusting the rates of 
pay for prevaUing rate employees of the Gov .. 
ernment, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 13324. An Act to authorize appropria­
tions for the fiscal year 1973 for certain 
maritime programs of the Department ot 
Commerce, and for related purposes; and 

H.R. 15097. An Act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation and 
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related agencies · for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, and for other purposes. 

On August 17, 1972: 
H.R. 10676. An Act for the relief of Lester 

L. Stiteler; and 
H.R. 16254. An Act making certain disaster 

relief supplemental appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1973, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. In accordance with 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 94 of the 
92d Congress, the Chair declares the 
House adjourned until 12 o'clock noon on 
Tuesday, September 5, 1972. 

Thereupon <at 5 o'clock and 46 min­
utes p.m.), pursuant to Senate Concur­
rent Resolution 94, the House adjourned 
until Tuesday, September 5, 1972, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2267. A letter from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a semiannual re­
port on ftmds obligated in the chemical 
warfare and biological research programs, 
covering the second half of fiscal year 1972, 
pursuant to section 409 of Public Law 91-
121; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

2268. A letter from the Chairman, Cost Ac­
counting Standards Board, transmitting the 
first progress report of the Board, covering 
the period from its organization in January 
1971, through June 30, 1972, pursuant to 
section 719 (k) of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, as amended; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

2269. A letter from the Chairman, Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 
transmitting a list of all persons employed 
by the Commission, by name, title, grade, 
and salary, as of the end of fiscal year 1972, 
pursuant to section 705 (e) of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, as amended; to the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB­
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee of conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 12350 (Rept. No. 
92-1367). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ASPIN: 
H.R. 16478. A bill to amend title 10 of the 

United States Code to strike out the provi­
sion whereby the head of an agency may 
waive the submission of cost or pricing data 
by contractors prior to the negotiation and 
award of, or pricing of changes and modi­
fications to, certain military contracts; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BURTON (for himself and Mr. 
BEGICH): 

H.R. 16479. A bill to establish the Golden 
Gate National Urban Recreation Area in San 
Francisco and Marin Counties, Calif.; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr: CABELL (by request) : 
H.R. 16480. A bill to amend the law in the 

District of Columbia with respect to zoning 
regulations to create a presumption against 
the making of special exceptions . to such 
zoning regulations in certain cases; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CAREY of New York: 
H.R. 16481. A bill to encourage and support 

the dissemination of news, opinion, scientific, 
cultural, and education matter through the 
mails; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. CAREY of New York (for him­
self, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. CouGHLIN, 
and Mr. MURPHY of New York): 

H.R. 16482. A bill to provide payments to 
States for public elementary and secondary 
education and to allow a credit against the 
individual income tax for tuition paid for 
the elementary or secondary education of 
dependents; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 16483. A bill to prevent the unau­

thorized manufacture and use of the char­
acter "Woodsy Owl", and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 16484. A bill to prohibit the im­

portation into the United States of birds, or 
parts thereof, unless inspected and found 
to be free of communicable diseases; to the 
Committee on VoJays and Means. 

By Mr. DENHOLM: 
II.R. 16485. A blll to assure maximum na­

tional nutrition with the highest quality 
and greatest quantity of food and fiber at 
tlle lowest possible cost to consumers with 
emphas·is on people, performance and pro­
duction; and to achieve a balance in national 
economic growth and social stability by re­
ducing or tending to reduce the cost of 
living, by reversing the pressures of con­
tinued inflation and by providing alterna­
tives to economic coercion of national pop­
ulation trends; and to encourage maximum 
conservation in the preservation of ecolog­
ical and environmental values in the opti­
mum utilization of human and natural re­
sources; and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 
H.R. 16486. A bill to authorize the transfer 

of earned purchasor credits between national 
forests timber sale contracts; to the Com­
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FRENZEL: 
H.R. 16487. A bill to deem certain dis­

abilities incurred pursuant to State Na­
tional Guard service during World War I 
to be service connected for purposes of chap­
ter 11 of title 38, United States Code (relating 
to compensation for service-connected dis­
abilities); and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. FREY: 
H.R. 16488. A bill to restrict travel in viola­

tion of area restrictions; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. GRASSO: 
H.R. 16489. A bill to provide for an investi­

gation by the General Services Administra­
tion of various problems involved in pro­
viding toll-free telephone numbers for in­
coming calls at each regional office of most 
executive agencies; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

H.R. 16490. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to authorize the transmission 
without cost to the sender, of letter mail 
to the President or Vice President of the 

United States, to Federal executive depart­
ments and agencies, or to Members of Con­
gress, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Post Office and · Civil Service. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 
H.R. 16491. A bill to provide for disci­

plined and responsible action in the con­
sideration and execution of the Federal 
budget; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. KOCH: 
H.R. 16492. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that in 
the case of a dependent 62 or more years 
of age the support test shall be satisfied 
if the taxpayer contributes $1,500 or more 
to the support of such dependents to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 16493. A bill to amend the Social Se­
curity Act to provide that the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare (in the case 
of the old-age, survivors, and disability in­
surance program or the medicare program) 
or the appropriate State agency (in the 
case of any of the public assistance or 
medicaid programs) shall be liable for at­
torney's fees incurred by an individual in 
successfully challenging a decision which 
denies him the benefits or assistance, or 
reduces or limits the benefits or assistance, 
to which he is entitled under such program; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 16494. A bill to prescribe a minimum 

rate of interest which member banks of the 
Federal Reserve System shall pay on time 
and savings deposits; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgia: 
H.R. 16495. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to liberalize the provi­
sions relating to payment of disability and 
death pension; to the Committee on Veter­
ans' Affairs. 

By Mr. MIKVA: 
H.R. 16496. A bill to terminate the airlines 

mutual aid agreement; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R.16497. A bill to further amend the 
Social Security Act, as amended, to provide 
for grants to the States for the development 
and implementation of coordinated State 
programs for individual and family social 
services; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 
H.R. 16498. A bill to authorize a program 

of research, development, and demonstration 
projects for non-air-polluting motor vehi­
cles; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 16499. A bill to establish a National 
Economic Conversion Commission, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 16500. A bill to prohibit the alteration 
of streambeds unless the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency certi­
fies it to be in the public interest; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

H.R. 16501. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against the individual income tax for certain 
expenses paid by the taxpayer for the voca­
tional or higher education of any individual: 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.R. 16502. A bill to provide increases in 

certain annuities payable under chapter 83 
of title 5, United States Code, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

H.R. 16503. A bill to amend chapter 83 of 
title 5, United States Code, to eliminate the 
survivorship reduction during periods of 
nonmarriage of certain annuitants, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 
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By Mr. ROYBAL: 

H.R. 16504. A bill to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code to provide that any 
social security benefit increases provided for 
by Public Law 92-836 be disregarded in 
determinin'g eligibility for pension or com­
pensation under such title; to the Commit­
tee on Veterans' Aft'airs. 

H.R. 16505. A bill to require States to pass 
·along to public assistance recipients who are 
entitled to social security benefits the !972 
increase in such benefits, either by disregard­
ing it in determinirrg their need for assist­
ance or otherwise; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN (for himself 
and Mr. CARNEY) : 

H .R. 16506. A bill to authorize the Secre­
tary of the Interior to establish national 
parks or national recreation areas in those 
States which presently do not have a n'a­
tional park or national recreation area; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Aft' airs. 

By Mr. SCHERLE (for himself, Mr. 
POAGE, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, Mr. 
SEBELIUS, Mr. PRICE of Texas, Mr. 
THONE, and Mr. MAYNE): 

H.R. 16507. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise 
certain requirements for approval of new 
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an1mal drugs; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin: 
H.R. 16508. A bill to amend the Occupa­

tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to 
provide additional assistance to small em­
ployers; to the Committee on Education an<i 
Labor. 

By Mr. WAMPLER: 
H.R. 16509. A bill to require States to pass 

along to public assistance recipients who 
are entitled to social security benefits at 
least half of the 1972 increase in such bene­
fits, either by disregarding it in determining 
their need for assistance or otherwise; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. • 

By Mr. YATRON: 
H.R. 16510. A bill to amend the National 

Flood Insurance Aot of 1968; to the Com­
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 
H.J. Res. 1293. Joint resolution making 

supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1973, for certain activ­
ities of the Department of Agriculture, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H. Res. 1105. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives with 
respect to reruns of television programs; to 
the Committee on Int erstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

August 18, 1972 

PRIV A'rE I;J~S . AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under claU:Se ·1 of rule :x:xrr, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr.' BROYHILL of Virginia (by re­
quest): 

H.R. 16511. A bill to allow International 
Risks, Inc., to use within the District of 
Columbia the name "Special Risk Covers of 
the District of Columbia, Inc."; to the Com­
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. CEDERBERG: 
H.R. 16512. A bill for the relief of Lealia 

Laura Melvin; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 
H.R. 16513. A bill for the relief of the 

Cuban Truck & Equipment Co., its heirs, 
and assigns; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. · · 

By Mr. FRASER: 
H.R. 16514. A bill to permit the Capitol 

Yacht Club of the District of Columbia to 
borrow money without regard to the usury 
laws of tlie District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

. By Mr. GUDE: 
H.R. 16515. A bill to permit the Capitol 

Yacht Club of the District of Columbia to 
borrow money without regard to the usury 
laws of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE IMPORT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972 TO 
THE EIGHTH CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT AND THE STATE OF 
NEW JERSEY 

HON. ROBERT A. ROE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, August 16,1972 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, in April 1972 
we were successful in having the Secre­
tary of Commerce determine that Pas­
saic County, Eighth Congressional 
District of New Jersey, statistically quali­
fies, based on the continuing high un­
employment rate in our county con­
firmed by the U.S. Department of Labor, 
for designation as a title I area eligible 
for long term economic development 
grants and loans for the construction of 
public works and development facilities 
including added Federal supplementary 
grants under the Public Works and Eco­
nomic Development Act of 1965, Public 
Law 89-136. 

This action was most important to 
my congressional district, one of the most 
highly industrialized and major labor 
market areas in the northeast metro­
politan region of our country, where we 
have suffered among the highest unem­
ployment ratios in the United States. 
Eligibility under title I of this act au­
thorizing grants for public works and de­
velopment facilities, as it is presently 
constituted, provided us with the oppor­
tunity to apply for 50 percent direct 
matching Federal assistance funds for: 

First, acquisition or development of 
land and improvements for public works, 
public service, or development facility 
usage; and second, acquisition, construe-

tion, rehabilitation, alteration, expansion 
or improvement of such facilities includ­
ing related machinery and equipment, 
as well as supplementary grants for a 
total maximum Federal share up to 80 
percent to take maximum advantage of: 

First, designated Federal grant-in-aid 
programs defined in the act; second, the 
forementioned direct grants enumerated 
under first-above-and third, Federal 
grant-in-aid programs authorized by 
the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act and the 11 watersheds 
authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
December 22, 1944-including the Pas­
saic River Basin-for which these areas 
are eligible but, because of their eco­
nomic situation, they cannot supply the 
required matching share. 

All essential factors in generating per­
manent jobs for long-term employment 
in our economically depressed areas and 
contributing substantially to the estab­
lishment of stable and diversified local 
econorr~ies. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note 
that the amendments to the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act 
scheduled for consideration on today's 
congressional calendar will provide my 
Passaic County District with the follow­
ing benefits which are essential to help 
meet the desperate need for economic 
development programing and capital 
economic expansion in our county, State 
and Nation-and particularly in our 
urban centers where the highest level of 
unemployment prevails throughout our 
country. 

The amendments would strike the re­
quirement that supplementary grants for 
public works and development facilities 
can be used only to increase the Federal 
contribution above the authorized maxi­
mum, thereby permitting use of supple­
mentary grants to raise the Federal con-

tribution from the amount of the basic 
grant to the authorized maximum. The 
bill would also decrease the required lo­
cal share for · grant-in-aid projects from 
20 to 10 percent. 

The amendments authorize operating 
grants at a rate not to exceed 75 percent 
of operating costs for vocational training 
facilities constructed with direct grants 
under title I of the act. These transition 
grants woUld be available for any two 
years during the 5 years following enact­
ment to help communities make perma­
nent arrangements to fund such operat­
ing costs. 

The eligibility criteria provisions of the 
amendments under the public works im­
pact progr~m are most significant in 
providing immediate short term employ­
ment for p~kets of high unemployment 
without saci-ificing the limited funding 
available to other areas under the Public 
Works and Economic Development As­
sistance Act. The public works impact 
program would receive $500 million in 
each of the next 2 fiscal years. The 
amendment redefines special impact 
areas as areas, urban and rural and 
without regard to other boundaries, 
which have a large concentration of low­
income . persons, substantial unemploy­
ment, or actual or threatened unemploy­
ment due to closing or curtailment of a 
major source of employment and pro­
vides 100 percent Federal matching 
funds for these areas of high unemploy­
ment, concentrated low income, or sub­
stantial outmigration. 

Mr. Speaker, by citing only benefits as 
they apply to title I of the Public Works 
and Economic · Development Act, I tl'USt 
no one will misconstrue the value of any 
of the other amendments contained in 
today's .legislation as being less impor~ 
tant. I firmly believe that the bill, as pre~ 
sented, has incorporated many of the 


	Page 1

		Superintendent of Documents
	2024-05-25T14:45:17-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




